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ABSTRACT

"Build from the Inside Out":
Integrating Difference into Feminist Coalition Leadership
Erin E. Parrish
DATE

_x_

Thesis
Leadership Application Proj ect
Non-thesis (ML597) Project

This research discusses the challenge of integrating difference into feminist
coalition leadership. Based on qualitative interviews with thirteen leaders of

feminist or woman-centered organizations and coalitions, I propose criteria and

a

model for evaluating an organization's difference competency as viewed through a
feminist lens. Using the model to measure each organization's effectiveness at

integrating difference into their leadership structure and programming, I describe
challenges that have prevented the full integration of difference as well as the
successes that have moved them

toward a more holistic organizational model. The

thesis concludes with a discussion of the implications a larger social system has by
placing constraints on feminist leadership using difference as a means to achieving

their goals.
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"lf we are interested in building

a

movement that will not constantly be

subverted by internal differences, then we must build from the insideout
[sic], not the other way around" [Moraga & Anzaldira, ].983, Foreword to the
Second Edition, para. 10).

Participating in a social movement is a large undertaking for any leader,

particularly when that social movement seeks to change the ways in which society
privileges certain groups of people over others based on sex, gender, race, class, tge,
sexual orientation, place, and ability. This task becomes difficult when differences

within the organizing groups divide the movement. Difference

as a theoretical area

of discourse not only recognizes the hierarchy of social privileges and oppression

but also "encourages the embracing of diversity" in feminism [Boxer, ].998, p. 103J.
Difference as a practice can be understood as the way in which Western culture
categorizes and awards or punishes groups based on their binary oppositions

[self/other, same/different, insider/outsider, White/Black, etc.J, alt of which contain
a power relationship based on difference. This concept comes out of

work in

structuralism and post-colonial studies on language and culture, including women's
studies, as a way to understand how concepts and categories are formed through

difference (a Glossary of Terms used throughout this research is provided in
Appendix AJ. Feminist dialogues about difference have become one of the defining
nuances of third wave feminism. According to Andrea Smith [2006), the recognition
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and dialogue of difference in feminism has given typically marginalized women an

opportunity to transform feminism into a truly multicultural movement [p. L6-17).
Having worked for a feminist organization for nearly eight years, I have
become increasingly aware that difficulties working across differences are on the

rise and that feminist leaders tend to avoid having deeper dialogues about our own
privilege and the recognition of difference in women's organizations. The issues
vary from organization to organization but the common theme is distrust between
women from dominant cultures and women who have historically been
underserved and marginalized. It is my personal opinion that this unease occurs
because existing organizational models do not allow feminist leaders to use

difference as a tool for achieving their goals. As an emerging leader in the feminist

nonprofit sector, I ruminate on how each woman has her own very different
experience. I recognize that many of the identities I occupy either place me in a

position of privilege over other women or put me at a disadvantage. It is my
experience and the perspective of so many other voices in this movement that has

prompted me to explore the challenges of building coalitions across difference in

feminist organizations and create fresh practices and models that will build on the
momentum of the integration of diversity and difference into feminist organizations
and activism. Diversity and difference are often used interchangeably and this

contributes to many of the issues in organizations and coalitions. In addition, many
areas of theoretical thought use these terms differently. For instance, cultural

studies and critical theory examines the ways in which the self as constructed by
language and society is positioned in a dichotomous relationship with the other.
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Feminist and post-colonial theory has added to this scholarship by analyzing the
ways in which "self is too often privileged over "other." In feminist theory,

difference imparts that we all have a sense of self and does not privilege one over
the other.
Difference as a concept is intersectional because it is the way in which we
construct others and ourselves in political and social arenas. Because difference is
shaped by lived experience and worldview, it is difficult to provide a concrete

definition of difference. For instance, the leaders who participated in my research
illustrated dissimilar definitions of difference. Most understood difference as the
ways in which women are categorically different [i.e. race, age, etc.J, which brings
me back to my earlier point that difference and diversity are used interchangeably.

For the purpose of my research, diversity and difference are defined according to

Homi Bhabha's [2006J theory that "Cultural diversity is an epistemological

object-

culture as an object of empirical knowledge-whereas cultural difference is the
process of enunciation of culture as 'knowledgeable,' authoritative, adequate to the

construction of systems of cultural identification" [p. 155). In other words, diversity
is easily recognized through cultural identification. For example, diversity is often
measured in organizations by asking employees and volunteers to self-identify with
specific demographic information [i.e. age, race, sex, etc.). A diverse organization or

coalition will have representatives from a number of populations. However,
difference is not this tangible. Difference is the abstract value cultures place on
specific cultural identifications, It is the space in which inequitable rights and
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treatment is allowed to exist. It is not how you are defined categorically but how
your worldview and lived experience is valued or devalued.
In addition, my research into feminist perspectives and texts on leadership
uncovered a noticeable lack of knowledge and understanding of feminism in

leadership studies. Much of the available literature focuses on an essentialized and
gendered view of leadership or women's leadership (Ferre & Martin, 1995; Lott,
20A7). Furthermore, feminist thought and leadership are more often than not
dismissed as a limited view or an addition to other perspectives. A feminist

leadership perspective is considered limiting by many scholars and experts because
of the mainstream belief that feminism is only about advancing the status of women.

Contradictory to these observations, I find a feminist lens is not limiting, but is
instead a holistic model that encompasses lenses of race, class, place, ability,

worldview, gender, and which is not limited to women alone. Interdisciplinary in
nature, feminist theory and practice takes in perspectives from

a

variety of

academic disciplines, is applied to all professional fields, and relies on the lived
experience of all individuals. For this reason, feminism as an academic discipline
and theoretical practice is capable of offering a multi-faceted view that is often
absent in other approaches relying on only one or two lenses of analysis. For
example, the work of feminist and sociologist Patricia Hill Collins on

intersectionality of race, class, and gender has allowed us to understand that women
of color have been affected differently and to greater degrees by discrimination than
Black men and White women. When put into practice, feminism provides a unique
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viewpoint examining and implementing organizational leadership that is more just
and fair.

Historically a large majority of feminist activism and leadership has occurred
in women's organizations. While these organizations have made many contributions

to improving the status of women in the United States over the last couple of
decades, women continue to face many forms of oppression, which makes the

interdisciplinary nature of feminism a necessary tool for achieving social justice.
However, there is evidence that feminist leaders in the United States, both in
academia and in organizations, struggle to create strategic frameworks to change
the ways social systems shape and limit women's lives. Current feminist discourse

in academia, mainstream media, and the blogosphere shows evidence that leaders of
long-standing, bureaucratically structured, feminist organizations in the

U.S.

struggle to build successful organizations and coalitions that speak to women of
diverse backgrounds and are inclusive of the litany of issues that impact women's
lives. The increasing types of feminism and feminist movements and submovements

indicate that mainstream feminist activism has been favored over the practices and
analyses of historically marginalized women. This preference for the dominant

culture not only permeates women's history and feminist theory but also feminist
organizational

p

ower structures and p ractices.

Founded on the theories and practices of feminism that sought an equal place
at the table with men through voting rights, legal reform, and cultural values, many

Western feminist organizations continue to organize around hegemonic definitions
of "woman" and "feminist" [Tom, L995, p. 165J. These organizations were successful
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because the women who founded them brought resources and the ability to

volunteer their time for the organizations. However, their efforts to serve all women
create conflict because women's needs are defined by those with power [Tom, ].995,
p. 165J. This practice comes from a place of race and class privilege in which White,
middle-class women can expect to have their lived experience be reflected in the

mainstream or dominant experience in Western society. This perspective gives
leaders and organizers a sense of unity as well as a sense that we are working

toward a common goal. For some feminist organizations, the mistake lies in that the
common goal is to achieve equality for women as defined by the dominant culture
and fails to address the fact that many women face multiple oppressions unrelated

to sex. Organizing coalitions around hegemonic values in this way ignores
differences of race, class, age, sexual preference, place, and ability by regarding
sexism alone as the worst kind of oppression and excludes cultural worldview and

difference in relation to women's power and position within cultures fThompson,
2002, p. 337]. As a result, these exclusions erase or minimize the intersection of

difference as compounding marginality and oppression. Furthermore, many

feminist organizations that do acknowledge differences among women fail to
recognize the relationship between power and difference. In other words, they

continue to perpetuate oppressive hierarchies by replicating organizational
structures that place women from privileged, dominant groups into power and

ultimately exclude the perspectives and leadership of women of different races,
ages, abilities, sexual preferences, etc. This, then, reflects a White, middle-class, able-

bodied, heterosexual, young "norm." Therefore, while feminist leaders might strive
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to include the leadership of women of all backgrounds and identities in their
organizations, the foundational structures of their organizations are inherently
exclusive.

Understanding that the perspectives of a diverse group of women are
needed to ensure a just and equitable world for all women, many of these

organizations have increased efforts for diversity outreach. Yet, as my research and
review will explain, the incorporation of difference creates a challenge for
organizations trying to build coalitions based on a hegemonic idea of "woman" and
"feminism." Some theorists suggest the issue is caused by the refusal to
acknowledge hierarchies existing in organizations structured around shared

decision-makingand leadership fTaylor, Whittier, & Pelak,2009, p.562J. In other
words, these organizations might be structured to share power; however, the goals
and values of the organization continue to focus on the concerns of culturatly

dominant groups of women. Although organizational structure might allow for
shared decision-making, a hierarchy benefiting privileged persons will ultimately

remain in the absence of a dialogue about the hierarchical power structures created
by the dominant group.

It is an ongoing challenge for feminist leaders working on behalf of all
women to create organizational models that uphold goals inclusive of all
backgrounds and cultures. This is further complicated by the fact that leaders of
some feminist organizations are reluctant to abandon outmoded organizational

structures including the distribution of power, decision-making, and labor because
these feminist organizational structures hold symbolic political importance as forms
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of political expression [Arnold, ]-995, p.276). The inability to let go of politically

symbolic organizing structures does not address power and oppression present in
the organizational structure and values of many feminist organizations fArnold,

1995,p.276). Due to this oversight, coalition building with diverse women in
feminist organizations fails because differences are ignored, tokenized, or presented
as "other." Audre Lorde (2005) notes that this type of occlusive organizing strategy

does not allow feminist leaders to "develop tools for using human difference as a

springboard for creative change within our lives" (p. 339). By omitting the
experiences of individuals unlike oneself in organizational structures and decision

making processes, organizations miss the opportunity to try new strategies that
could strengthen their organization and move closer to accomplishing their mission.

ln other words, feminist leaders will continue to face obstacles to building coalitions

until they create new organizational structures that are not only inclusive of diverse
voices but also intentionally recognize their implicit bias and privilege. The

inclusion of these diverse perspectives presents a challenge to bias and privilege,

which results in the dismantling of oppressive systems.
Because feminist leaders struggle to address difference in their

organizations, they spend a great deal of energy focusing on diversity within their
organizations as opposed to addressing systems that support inequity. This is often
exemplified through the recruitment of individuals based on perceived identity at
the cost of failing to understand how the incorporation of difference can aid their
work. The desire to appear united while acknowledging difference is a difficult
balance for feminist organizations especially when organizational structures rigidly

I
adhere to hierarchical models. [n a study on coalition building in feminist
organizations, Arnold [1995) notes that, "Effective 'coalition work' among diverse

groups is notoriously difficult to achieve" because of the structural differences that
do not acknowledge the experience and interests of diverse identities [p. 277J. The
challenge of this delicate balance of inclusion and unity occurs when leaders "make

too much out of the differences which exist among people who are at the same time

identifying themselves as part of the same group" [Burrington, ].992,p.33U. When
this occurs, feminist leaders run the risk of unintentional exploitation and tokenism.
The person who has been made to be "other" or to represent the interests of their
race, age, class, etc. becomes an outsider and not a member of the group. Or put

another way, the concept of "group" emphasizes assimilation into a dominant norm.
My research will explore these Wpes of challenges to feminist leaders in

coalition building across difference as well as the conditions under which feminist
coalition building across difference is most effective. Through this exploration,

I

hope to provide insights to the following questions: What challenges do perceived

dffirence including

race, sexual preference, age, class, place, and

success of feminist coalitions? In whatways does

ability pose to the

dffirence contribute to the success of

feminist coalitionsl And what organizational models offer practices and structures
that are conducive to the inclusion of drffirence? In answering these questions, this
study will provide insight into the challenges difference brings to coalition work.
The insights gleaned from this study and the matrix provided are presented as a
possible tool for evaluation and offers feminist leaders a new perspective for

incorporating difference into organizational models.

L0

Feminist theory in practice relies on non-hierarchical and communityoriented approaches to leadership. In order to be a successful movement with

a

strong coalition of women working for justice and equity, feminist leaders need to

continually evaluate their organizational structures and their capacity to address
diverse perspectives and experience. Furthermore, the absence of a feminist lens in
leadership studies provides a unique opportunity to illustrate the comprehensive
approach feminism has to offer this field of study. Exploring feminist coalition
leaders' abilify to incorporate difference in their organizations will ensure that

effective strategies are used to achieve the movement's goal of creating justice and
ending oppression.

Review of Literature and Organization Models
Gloria Anzaldfa notes in ?'his Bridge Called My Back, the intersections of

oppression and the diversity of women's experiences make it necessary for feminist
leaders to build from the inside

out-to

start with the individual-as a means to

prevent internal differences from overcoming healthy coalitions fMoraga &
Anzaldria, 1,983, Foreword to the Second Edition section, para. t0). In order to do

this feminist organizations must be prepared to address a multitude of issues not

overtly articulated in their mission statement. For example,

a

feminist organization

solely focused on providing shelter for victims of domestic violence must also be

prepared to address unemployment, chemical dependency, early childhood
education, and other intersecting issues. Furthermore, feminist leaders need to rely
on approaches that recognize and honor individual identity and experience in order
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to accurately address all systems of oppression. This might mean making room for

cultural practices unlike one's own. This uniqueness requires an approach that "can
best answer particular research questions, but always [uses] them in ways which
are consistent with broad feminist goals and ideology" [Beetham and Demetriades,
7.007, p. 200). Therefore,

it is necessary for this query to be interdisciplinary,

deploying approaches from feminist theory, leadership theory, social psychology,
and grassroots activism. To this end, this thesis includes a literature review of

feminist theoretical works, a review of integral diversity maturity from the field of
social psychology, and an organization model review.

Literature Review
This research breaks from traditional research methods in the field of
leadership studies by using a feminist theory framework and feminist research
methodologies. This focus on feminist theory and feminist research methodology as
a framing devise is necessary

for my project because traditional research methods

and theory have long discounted the nuanced and unique attributes of social
movements such as feminism. Ferree and Martin [1995) explain that organizational
scholars have long ignored the study of social movements in favor of large

corporations, state bureaucracies, and labor unions (p.9]. Furthermore, much of the
research on women and leadership favors stereotypes and creates a dichotomy of
men's and women's leadership styles. Lott (2007) encourages leadership scholars to
move away from pigeonholing women leaders into characteristics such as

collaborative, nurturing, and empowering to instead create a deeper dialogue about

Augrbug Colhgr Llbrary
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feminist versus women's leadership [p. 2B]. [n order to change this perspective that
feminist leadership is not an important field of study or is instead a "focus field"

without cross-disciplinary implications, it is important that researchers of feminist
organizations create new theory and methods that have "a practical value for
feminist activists who work in organizations to produce social transformations that
benefit women" fFerree & Martin, 1995, p. 10J.
Five sections of this literature review include an examination of feminist

theory on difference and coalition building as well as quantitative and qualitative
studies on the impact of difference on coalition-building efforts in feminist social
movements and feminist organizations. Section 6 introduces concepts on diversity

from the field of social psychology. This review includes studies from the early
1980s to present day. In feminist theory, older studies merit inclusion because we
have not eliminated racism, sexism, and patriarchy; thus, the concepts they explored
are still relevant and necessary today. Their ongoing pertinence highlights the

realiry that while the global world has made many advances on gender equity, the
oppression that existed thirty years ago persists. Section One: Organizing for

a

Universal Woman examines feminism's use of a singular, hegemonic definition of

"woman" and howthis results in certain groups of women being seen as "other."
This section also analyzes how these practices create structures in which "other"
women are expected to adopt the values of the dominant group. Following this
analysis, Section Two: Burden of "Other" trVomen discusses how oppressive

organizational structures that avoid authentic dialogues of difference, rely on
"other" women to teach White women about oppression, which can result in
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tokenism or exploitation. Section Three: Hierarchy, Privilege, Difference includes
theories on how the bureaucratization of feminist organizations has created
environments that mimic patriarchal, hierarchical organizational structures that
may not be conducive to the inclusion of difference. Section Four: Difference as a
Means to Success discusses how feminist leaders can use difference as an effective

approach to advancing coalition agendas. Next, Section Five: Ignoring Difference
discusses feminist leaders' perspective of difference as an obstacle to coalition

building, which results in a tendency to ignore difference in their coalition building
efforts. Finally, Section 6: Integral Diversity Maturity introduces diversity concepts

from scholars in the field of social psychology. The addition of theory from this field
widens the scope of the literature review and builds on the discussion of difference.
Section One: Organizing for a Universal "!Voman"
Difference is often viewed as a barrier to coalition building. This view may be
due to feminist leaders' tendency to organize around a definition of a universal

"woman." Chandra Mohanry (2005J explains that current methods for building

feminist coalitions include restrictive organizing principles to which all women,
regardless of background and experience, are expected to adhere [p.373J. Yet, many

feminists organize around this concept of a universal "woman" not only because

it

allows them to feel a sense of unity but also because it allows them to advocate for
women based on a sense of shared oppression. Mohanty points out that this often
results in the negative assumption that all women experience injustice and

discrimination in the same manner (p. 374J. The outcome is that feminist leaders
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allow this assumption of shared oppression to create a hierarchy with sexism as the

ultimate injustice.
Verna St. Denis [2007J further explains this concept through her analysis of
Native women's resistance toward White Western feminism. St. Denis identifies six
reasons that many Native women find White women's construction of feminism

problematic: 1J the claim that patriarchy is universal, 2) the censuring by White
feminists of the valorization of women as caretakers and mothers which is often
"central to Aboriginal women's authority and status" in some communities, 3J the

imposition of equality between men and women as necessary when gender
hierarchy is often absent in many cultures, 4J the adoption of a Euro-centric

definition of equaliry

5J

the need to appeal for the same rights as men over cultural

traditions and self-government, and 6) the assumption that gender equality is the
most important oppression they face [pp. 37-41). While each of these points brings

its own unique analysis, the common theme for Native women is the assumption by
White Western feminists that equality with men is a universal want or need. The
problem with this hegemonic notion is that it does not acknowledge difference or
the power structure existing between Native women and White women. Pam
Colorado (L997, as cited in St. Denis, 2007) explains that acknowledging difference,
such as that experienced by Native women-racism, powerlessness,

etc.-is

an

important step in addressing oppression within the women's movement because it
obliges White women to recognize their White privilege and the role they play in
oppressive hierarchies. Without an analysis of difference, feminists who are
members of dominant cultural groups continue to perpetuate a system that
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discredits the experiences of women of different races, ages, abilities, and sexual
preferences.

ln her discussion of privilege and difference, Lorde [2005] describes the
assumption of shared oppression as a "m5r[hical norm" that embodies the identity of
the dominant group in power which is "defined as White, thin, male, young,
heterosexual, Christian, and financially secure" [p. 339). Unfortunately, Lord's

mythical norm remains the norm that most individuals use to identify ways in which
they are different. Based on this theory, when White women look to this norm they
often see only their sex or gender difference and the inequality that exists because
of it. The conclusion drawn from the mythical norm is that all women experience

oppression in the same manner. However, this conclusion fails to recognize the

intersectionality of oppression. As a result, the solidarity that some White feminists
envision does not make room for differences of class, race, age, sexual preference,
place, and ability as St. Denis' example above illustrates clearly. Mohanry [2005) and

Lorde both agree that when these differences are brought to feminist leaders'

attention, they are seen as barriers because directly addressing difference in their

work challenges many of their organization's reasons for existing.
However, multicultural feminism lends insight into breaking down the

privilege that often blinds leaders from the multiple layers of oppression faced by
women. One of these is through the application of Patricia Hill Collins'concept of the

matrix of domination to highlight the idea that individuals will experience race, sex,
gender, class etc. differently fZinn and Dill ,2009,p.92). This theory is not only
useful for understanding how White women experience gender differently from a

1,6

Latina woman but also for how a Latina woman experiences class or sexual

orientation differently from other Latina women. In this waf, difference becomes
beneficial to feminism because it allows for a thorough examination of the complex
nature of oppression.
Theories like Lorde's mythical norm and Collins' matrix of domination
provide frameworks with which to analyze the obstacles difference poses to
coalition building and they also deconstruct the universal category of "woman."
Similarly, focusing on the ideas of the "universal woman," "other," and "difference"
discussed by Lorde (2005) and Mohanty [2005) not only identifies the obstacles and

benefits these ideas bring to coalition work but also describes ways in which
attempts at including difference can fail. Mohanty explains how oppressive systems
create groups of people thought of as "other." In this discussion, the rigid definition
of a universal "woman" creates a structure in which those not fitting the definition

automatically become "other." It also ignores the reality of multiple worlds (i.e. First,
Second, Third and FourthJ within nation-states such as the United States, allowing

Western feminists to disregard the economic, social, racial, and colonialist pressures
faced by non-Western women. Mohanty further develops this idea by analyzing the

ways in which the term "colonization" is used in feminism. Mohanty notes that

Western feminists have spread the universal "woman" to the nonwestern world
saying, "it is in the production of this 'Third World difference' that Western

feminists appropriate and'colonize' the constitutive complexities which
characterize the lives of women in these countries" [p. 374). The assumption that all

Third World women are oppressed in the same way because they do not share the
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same freedoms as FirstWorld women maintains the colonialization of women in

these countries. While attempts to work on improving the status of women globally
are well intentioned, the universal "woman" concept results in the propagation of

cultural privilege and hegemony.
Establishing feminist organizational structures around shared experience
and a universal "woman" also creates an environment where those not fitting the

definition of "woman" are forced to conform to the expectations and values of the
dominant group. For example, Mitsuye Yamada [2005) explains that instead of
being allowed to help shape the goals and mission of organizations, women of color
have issues imposed on them (p. 366J. Unfortunately, this ongoing practice creates

distrust, making coalition building almost impossibte. The expectation that women
of color should adopt issues established by the dominant culture leave women of

color feeling as if they need to choose sexism over racism, which not only fails to
acknowledge difference but also contributes to uneasy alliances between women of

color and White women.
The result of choosing one oppression over another is illustrated in Mizrahi
and Lombe's [2006) study of the effects gender, race, class, and sexual orientation

identification have on feminist organizing. In 1989 at a national gathering, the
researchers surveyed forty-eight women from a variety of backgrounds and

identities. They sought to collect the experiences and perceptions of women leaders.
In 200Z,Mizrahi and Lombe sought outthese same women for in depth interviews
on changes in their perceptions. The researchers found that while all participants

favored methods of feminist organizing, women of color were reluctant to join
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collaborative efforts or work on a universal agenda because they feared their
differences and unique issues would not be recognized. Many participants in the
study noted that they are often expected to choose between sexism and racism or
sexism and homophobia. These feelings reflect Yamada's [2005J statement that

women of color are expected to adopt the values of more privileged women. Based
on their findings, Mizrahi and Lombe conclude that a unified feminist movement

might not be possible as long as feminist leaders organize based on the hegemonic
issue of sex discrimination.

Unfortunately, the tendency to fall back on the universal "woman" definition
occurs in many feminist organizations. Similar to theorists previously discussed,
Bernice f ohnson Reagon [2001J explains that the mainstream feminist belief in

women's shared experience is not useful to coalition building across difference
because it assumes women are all the same [p. 5a3J. However, she points out that

challenges to the definition creates tension that is necessary for coalition building
[Reagon, 2001-, p. 545). By allowing difference to create conflict, feminists can

accomplish successful coalitions because conflict allows feminist leaders to
reevaluate their own systems of oppression-which often perpetuate hierarchical
values that they are trying to change-and strive toward dismantling their own

implicit bias.
Section Two: Burden of "Other" lrVomen
The tendency for feminist leaders to rely on a singular definition of woman
has damaging effects on coalition building. In Age, Race, Class, and Sex: Women

Redefining Difference, Lorde [2005] explains that within organizational structures
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not acknowledging difference, oppressive structures emerge where groups deemed

inferior are expected to help their oppressors overcome difference saying,
"Traditionally, in american [sic] society,it is the members of oppressed, objectified
groups who are expected to stretch out and bridge the gap between the actualities
of our lives and the consciousness of our oppressor" [p. 338J. In other words,
oppressed groups of people are expected to teach their oppressors about the means
by which they are oppressed. Lorde maintains that this expectation allows
oppressors to "evade responsibllity" and does nothing for altering systems of

oppression [p. 338J. By relying on oppressed groups of women to educate them
about oppression, more privileged feminists fail to acknowledge and own their own
privilege. As pointed out above, this does not actually dismantle multiple systems of
oppression but continues to uphold discriminatory power structures.
Similarly, Lee Maracle [1996) illustrates the experience of Native women as

"other" and "teacher." Noting that Native women's voices are included only if it is to
inform White women about racism or the experience of Native women, Maracle
points out that this expectation places Native women in a subordinate position in

relation to White women because it replicates a colonialist power structure in which
White is the norm and Native is the "other." [p. 1-B). Furthermore, when Native
women are seen only as experts on Native issues and not women in general,
feminist leaders create a segregated movement that tokenizes difference. Maracle
[1996J explains:
I heard a White woman the other day talk about herself as a lesbian and refer

to non-White women as minorities. That is the madness, the

ZO

psychosis,

type of

of

woman

racism; the mistress accords herself distinction as a certain

while erasing the womanhood of other peoples [p. 138).

The mistake of many feminists is to acknowledge difference in a way that is in

comparison to the dominant definition of woman, perpetuating a system that places
marginalized women as "other" or an outsider. In the case of coalition building, this
creates a structure in which Native women's presence is tokenized and is not an

integral part of the organization or movement.
Yamada (2005) also speaks about tokenization and the expectation to teach

others about one's oppression. However, she speaks more directly about the
manner in which these ideas unfold in practice, contributing to difficulty in coalition
building. In addition, she provides suggestions for how feminists can change
behaviors and practices in order to create more effective coalitions. Yamada
explains that while feminists strive to be inclusive of diverse voices, many women of

color feel tokenized by White, middle-class feminists and their organizations (p.
365); she provides a number of examples that identify ways in which feminists of
the dominant culture create environments that favor tokenism. Maracle's (L996J
and Lorde's [2005) theories concur with Yamada's earlier findings that

marginalized women become teachers of their oppression, and that Third World
women should teach First- and Second World groups about Third World cultures
and issues. She explains that placing the responsibility of teaching dominant groups

about historically marginalized peoples' experiences not only tokenizes individual
people but also contributes to creating the category of "other" saying, "lf the

majority of the culture knows so little about us, it must be our problem, they seem to
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be telling us; the burden of teaching is on us" [p. 366J. Consequently, placing the

burden of teaching on a marginalized woman allows non-marginalized feminists to
evade responsibiliry for their own bias.

Speaking from personal experience, Kimberly Springer [2009) recalls her
experiences in which she was unwillingly and willingly a bridge for understanding
Black women. As a student, Springer recalls finding herself in the position of
teaching White students by explaining that "she is the bridge over which they cross

from being racist to interrogating their own privilege" [p. 7). However, she also
notes that as a professor she has voluntarily become a teacher and a bridge between

scholarship and activism [p. 7].While many women from marginalized groups
position themselves as teachers, oppression and tokenism occur when they are
expected to always be the teacher or bridge, or as Maracle [1996J points out, when

they are never called on to be an expert on any other issue. Instead they are
positioned as a minority and not allowed to transgress or redefine this perceived

identity. They are always seen within a constructed identity that is compared to

a

hegemonic, mythical norm that does not need defining, modifying, or encapsulation.
An effective, non-oppressive coalition allows women to build their own
bridges across understanding and collaboration instead of demanding that others be
the bridge or teacher. In This Bridge Cqlled My Back, Moschkovich [1983J remarks

that while she does not hold White women responsible for their ignorance of

different cultures, she does hold them responsible for the way they handle their
ignorance and transform their own bias [p. 79). Perhaps a more effective way for

feminist leaders to recognize difference without tokenizing women or making them
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teachers of their perceived "identifir" is to allow their experience and knowledge of

oppression to inform organizational structure and leadership by including them in
planning and development processes. As noted by Maracle [1996], "The road to
freedom is paved with the intimate knowledge of the oppressed" [p. 139J.
Section Three: Hierarchy, Privilege, and Difference
The problematic ways in which feminist leaders handle difference in

coalition building leads to hierarchical coalitions that do not effectively address or
change oppression. Burrington's (L992) research of feminist political organizations
as oppositional organizers highlights the obstacles that difference can create

for

coalitions. The study combines quantitative and qualitative methodologies to
uncover these obstacles and inform solutions for more effective coalition work.
From the empirical data, Burrington concludes that the bureaucratization of

feminist organizations has made them less collective and collaborative and more
like the patriarchal, hierarchical organizations they have historically opposed.
Noting that "in a traditional bureaucracy sanctions are employed to control the
maverick, rebel or internal critic as a means to restore order and stability to the
organization" [p. 3a6J, Burrington's analysis demonstrates how the rigidity of more
bureaucratic organizations can suppress the voices of those with different
perspectives from the majority. More often than not the maverick or the rebel is
seen as an individual with a different perspective that goes against the values of the

dominant group. While acknowledging that completely structureless organizations

still operate with unacknowledged hierarchies, Burrington believes that collective
organizations allow for both opposition and flexibility. She notes it is not necessarily
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the structure of the organization but how the leaders respond to difference that
leads to success or failure. However, in correlation with some feminists' tendency to

ignore difference in favor of a hegemonic definition of "woman," which leads to the
creation of "other," one can conclude that the very nature of their organizations is
hierarchical; therefore, the structure of these organizations is not at all effective to
coalition building across difference.
Luna and Cole [2010J come to a similar conclusion in Making Coalitions
Work: Solidarity across Dffirence within

U.S.

Feminism. The researchers analyzed

feminist activists' discussion about the assumption of dominant cultural groups
"that their practices and internal dynamics are universal and thus should be
transparent to al[" (Luna & Cole, 2010, p. 94). Strictly speaking, Ieaders who surmise

their organizational structure is accessible to others can isolate individuals with
different perspectives and backgrounds. Luna and Cole's research finds that many
activists choose short-term relationships with organizations that imposed their
structure and values on the coalition instead of forming long-term alliances. In this
case, assuming one's organizational structure is superior and universal creates a

hierarchy that not only limits the inclusion of difference but also limits opportunity

for sustainable coalition.
Arnold's (L995) case study of the battered women's movement presents
perspective as to how the rigid structure of hierarchical coalitions are not favorable
to creating environments where difference is an integral part of the coalition work.
As a participant observer, Arnold studied the activities of the battered women's

community and coalition of service providers in St. Louis, Missouri. Through
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observation and interviews, Arnold found that the rigid structure of the coalition
resulted in coalition activists spending more time solving conflict within the
coalition than making successful social change. While the organizational structure of
this coalition was meant to be collective and not hierarchical, the structure allowed
leaders to ignore ideological differences in favor of organizational unity. The results

were a coalition that appeared united on the surface but had deep divisions as to
how different interest groups saw themselves in the public eye. Arnold's findings
are supported by Burrington's [1992) and Cole and Luna's [2010J later studies that

unacknowledged hierarchies that exist within feminist coalitions contribute to the

barriers many feminists feel are created by difference.
Similarly, Joan Acker's [1995] study of feminist organizations questions

whether it is possible to organize in a nonhierarchical manner or create coalitions
that includes people from diverse backgrounds. Acker explains that contemporary
society places many demands on feminist organizations to adopt hierarchical

structures and move away from collective ways of organizing [p. 1a0J. This is often
due to the narrow guidelines and requirements of foundations and state agencies

requiring certain leadership structures deemed legitimate and worthy of funding.
However, as feminists struggle to survive in a social structure they are inherently
opposed to, they create hierarchies that promote organizational survival but ignore

the needs and values of their members. Unfortunately, these organizational
structures lack the fluidity necessary for building coalition across difference. Acker
explains that the homogeneity present in hierarchical organizations diminishes

efforts to involve women from a variety of age, class, and racial communities
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because the means of organizing relies on professional networks that include people

from a dominant culture with access to power and resources. Furthermore, any
efforts to include difference come from a place of privilege that overlooks the power
structures inherent in society.
Section Four: Deploying Difference
This section of the literature review explores ways in which difference as an
organizational and theoretical approach is in many ways more effective than
seeking coalition unity. Many feminist theorists contend that approaching coalition

building from a perspective that acknowledges difference, as defined in the
Introduction of this research, is much more effective for addressing multiple
oppressions faced by women. foyce Green [2007) explains that Aboriginal feminism
acknowledges multi-oppressions and challenges the power structures existing

between marginalized communities and dominant institutions [p. 25J. Coalition

building from this perspective allows organizations to address thoroughly
difference and unacknowledged power structures imposed by feminist leadership.
For example, an organization that allows difference to guide its work might use
consensus decision-making in place of voting in order to a[[ow for the experience of

all voices around the table to inform the decision. Green points out that this
approach "leads to praxis-theoretically informed, politically self-conscious

activism" [p. 25). In other words, organizing around difference in place of unity
allows every leader to practice self-reflection, which ultimately leads to

a

transformative style of leadership as opposed to authoritative leadership.
Cole and Luna's [2010J research on difference and

multiracial feminism
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expands this discussion by pointing out that individuals who identify with multiple
oppressed groups are in the best position to build coalition not only because of their

understanding of intersectionality but also because their affinity with multiple

identities creates a broad social movement [p. 75J. Cole and Luna's research finds
that women who occupy multiple identities [e.9. a woman who is Black, lesbian, and
disabledJ are better equipped to lead coalition work because they have developed "a
complex understanding of the ways that identities are crafted through lived
experience, the personal meaning attached to experience, and the power of these

identities to generate political alliance" (p. B1J. tn addition, the position of these
leaders allows them to develop empathy with and connections to communities

outside of their own including a global context fCole & Luna,20].0, p.BZ). In other
words, women who have experienced multiple forms of oppression are more likely
to understand the oppression of others. Cole and Luna conclude that feminist
leaders who draw on their background and multiple identities to make connections

within their personal communities

as

well as a larger global community are better

suited to uphold organizational structures that foster difference and appeal to
women from all backgrounds.
Similarly, Zinn and Dill (2009) believe that multiracial feminist theory has
the power to transform feminist theory and coalition work by not only expanding on

inclusiviry but also by moving toward dismantling systems of oppression [p. 93).
Because systems of oppression are upheld by difference and intertwined in all

sectors of society, it is necessary to focus on difference in order to address the

oppression existing within feminlst leadership and organizations. Zinn and Dill
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theorize that organizing based on theories of multiracial feminism allows feminist
Ieaders to break down oppressive systems that do not address difference. Zinn and

Dill define multiracial feminism as a framework that offers "a body of knowledge
situating women and men in multiple systems of domination" [p. 9L). This

particular feminist theory allows for the critical analysis of all systems of oppression
and addresses the relationship between race, class, sexual preference, age, ability,
and sex oppression. Zinn and Dill (2009J explain the extent of multiracial feminist
perspectives in the United States as:
Encompass[ing] several emergent perspectives developed primarily by

women of color: African Americans, Latinas, Asian Americans, and Native
Americans, women whose analyses are shaped by their unique perspectives
as "outsiders

within"-marginal intellectuals whose social locations provide

them with a particular perspective on self and society. [p. 9U

Affirming Cole and Luna's (2010) conclusions, Zinn and Dill express thatwomen

with perspectives outside of the dominant group are in a unique position to create
organizationaI structures that are truly inclusive.
Cole and Luna's [2010J and Zinn and

Dill's [2009J ideas are supported in

Weldon's [2006J earlier study of women of color organizations advocating on behalf
of battered women. Studying the relationship between women's movements'

organizational efforts to recognize racial differences and government policies to
prevent violence against women, Weldon uncovers how difference is beneficial to

coalition-building efforts among women of color. She found that organizing around
difference in the women's movement resulted in an increase of 40o/o of movement
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strength, concluding that difference is crucial to the strength of the women's
movement [p. LL7). Weldon's study determines a relationship between the
successes of domestic violence policy change to the strength of organizing around

difference. In this case, allowing difference to guide the work of a coalition proved to
be an effective organizing strategy because it makes room for a variety of

worldviews and validates the experiences of all women. While the study might be
limited by its focus on one feminist interest area, it shows that the recognition of
difference by feminist organizations results in successful social change benefiting
women.

While difference poses obstacles to coalition building it also presents new

opportunities. Much like Weldon's [2006) study on separate organizing, Mohanty
[2005] points out that difference allows for more effective and result driven
coalition work explaining, "that just as there is no one generalization for "\A/oman,"
there is no one way people of the same race or sexual orientation experience
oppression" (p. 375J. Therefore, when feminist leaders acknowledge difference they
are able to create effective strategies that directly address the values and issues of
all women. In other words, while difference may create obstacles to coalition

building, through the deconstruction of oppressive organizing strategies, difference
can also help feminists move toward successful social change and justice.
As previously mentioned, many feminist coalitions fail to address difference
because they view conflict as failure. While most would assume that coalition

without conflict or struggle equals

success, Bernice fohnson Reagon

[200L) argues

that coalition buitding without tension and struggle is not effective [p. 5a0J.

She

29

explains that there should be a level of discomfort in coalition building because in

order to allow new perspectives and experiences to influence thinking one has to be
challenged in their beliefs and opinions [Reagon ,200L, p. 542). Tension and conflict

in coalitions should be seen as an opportunity for creativity and change. By
maintaining comfort in organizations and not allowing other experiences to
challenge ways of thinking, coalition building fails.

Section Five: Ignoring Difference
Building coalitions across difference can be a tenuous experience for feminist
Ieaders and organizations. Many feminist leaders contend that focusing on

difference does not create a sense of unity they feel necessary for an effective
coalition. In addition, they express frustration that attempts to incorporate
difference are met with anger and animosity. However, for feminist organizations to
achieve their missions, it is necessary for leaders to create organizational structures

that not only allow for open and honest dialogues about difference but also are truly
inclusive. Even so, some leaders of feminist organizations-especially liberal

feministl organizations-feel that focusing on difference in feminist dialogues has
"replaced equality as the central concern of feminist theory" fZinn and Dill, p. 90,
2009J. In contrast, Zinn and Dill (2009) contend that the study of difference has

allowed feminists to address multiple oppressions and created opportunities for
coalition building by deepening the conversation of oppression [p. 90). They argue

that difference is the most logical way to theorize and organize because difference is
Liberal feminism is best characterized through its proponents "demands for social
and political change that would eliminate the unjust advantages of men and
guarantee equal rights." [Ferree & Hess, 1.994, p. 50). Liberal feminists stress
equality between men and women.
1
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"the primary organizing principles of a society which locates and positions groups

within that society's opportunity structures" [p. 90J. For them, in a society where
racism, classism, and other oppressions exist, it is impossible to address sexism

without

a discussion of the

intersectionality of all these oppressions.

Zinn and Dill echo Lorde's [2005J theory arguing that in a society where
difference is institutionalized, wB are all programmed to reject difference and not
find ways to benefit from it. Lorde [2005J explains:
[We] respond to human differences between us with fear and loathing and to
handle that difference in one of three ways: ignore it, and if that is not
possible, copy it if we think it is dominant, or destroy it if we think it is

subordinate. But we have no patterns for relating across our human
differences as equals. As a result, those differences have been misnamed and
misused in the service of separation and confusion. [p. 338-339J

In organizations, difference is ignored through the creation of rigid structures, goals,
and mission statements, which pressures women who may have a different

perspective or experience to adhere to the dominant perspective. In turn, efforts to
incorporate different perspectives are barred from consideration [i.e. destroyed) or
these perspectives are adopted without giving credit to the less dominant groups

from which they came [i.e. copied).
One

primary challenge for feminist leaders and organizations is to recognize

that they may be silencing or negating by ignoring difference as a tool for activist
change those very women they seek to include. In the case of many feminist

organizations, leaders fall into a pattern of ignoring difference instead of finding
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ways to work with differences. A number of researchers have found that it is often a
leader's failure to acknowledge difference that ends in ineffective coalition work.
Runyan and Wenning's [2004) study on feminist organizational participation notes
a decline in women's

political activism over recent years and suggests that it is due

to a failure to recognize difference from the outset of an organization's development
[p. 1Bt). The researchers surveyed 393 adult women aged 18 and older who
permanently reside in Montgomery County, Ohio on their political perspectives,

participation, and activism. Their sample size is mostly White, middle-aged women
who self-identify as feminists or are determined to have leanings toward feminist
ideologies. Based on their findings, Runyan and Wenning conclude that

organizational participation declines not only because of differences but also
because of the failure of leaders to acknowledge difference on a structural level.

While the small response rate to the survey and the geographically limited
sample size of Runyan and Wenning's [2004J study makes it difficult to conclude

if

this is a common trend among American feminists, this study provides useful
evidence that can be used to examine the close relationship between difference and

feminist coalition building. For example, Arnold's [1-995J study of difference in
battered women's coalitions supports Runyan and Wenning's findings and further
examines the relationship between difference and coalitions. Arnold explores how

striving to achieve collective identity often ignores difference and ultimately leads to
dysfunctional coalitions. When collective identity is a "prerequisite for collective
action," Arnold explains coalitions become unable to advance agendas because they

fail to deal with ideological differences as they arise [pp. ZB5 -286). By ignoring
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difference, feminist leaders create organizational structures that produce inflexible,

hierarchical power structures that fail to support feminist values.

Burrington [1992J builds on this theory of organizational failure by asserting
that feminist leaders' struggle to acknowledge difference not only has created
ineffective organizations and coalition work but also has stalled the feminist
movement entirely. Through a quantitative and qualitative study of women's
organizations, Burrington notes that organizations seeking to build unity through
support for an issue often find themselves working in opposition to their own
coalition partners. In other words, as feminist coalitions seek to dismantle systems
of oppression through unity, they ultimately impose dominant values on

marginalized groups. This occurs when feminist leaders who are members of
dominant cultural groups allow self-interest and cultural preferences to dominate
and guide organizational work. For example, an organization providing public
services may require employees to meet with clients in their offices. While this is
seen as maintaining professionalism by Western culture, this might not be the best

way to serve women whose cultural values promote more familial relationships. In

this case, it might be more effective to allow employees to visit clients' homes.
Burrington concludes though that when difference is acknowledged it is "allowed to
exist, remain visible, and help shape our political practices" and this in turn is "what
makes a coalition a'coalition" (p.336-337J. The acknowledgement of difference in

combination with a focused goal allows coalitions to flourish.
Often difference is not allowed to exist because it causes disagreement within

organizations. By not allowing difference to remain visible, feminlst leaders can
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mask or avoid tension within their coalitions. However, Barbara Smith [1995)
argues that the tension difference creates should be allowed to exist because it is

often what causes leaders to use a multi-issue approach to feminism and coalition

building. [n agreement with the findings of many of the theorists discussed in this
section, Smith explains that an unwillingness to address difference within the

feminist movement has prevented women of color from identifying with White
feminists [p. 254). She also notes thatthis problem is not unique to White women
and women of color. Smith explains that people of color also play a role in

oppression by disseminating myths about Black and Third World women's
involvement in, interest in, and need for feminist theory and organizing [p. 255).
These myths allow White women to believe that women of color are not interested

in feminism; therefore, there is no need to spend time addressing difference. If
feminist leaders who are members of dominant cultural groups believe that women
of color, lesbian women, or young women are not interested in feminism then these

feminist leaders do not have to reevaluate their power, messaging, or goals.
The exploration and acknowledgement of difference highlights the

"relational nature of dominance and subordination" which adds analysis to
ineffective organizational structures and approaches to coalition building [Zinn &
Dill, 2009, p. 92).When feminist leaders ignore difference, they fail to recognize

their own privilege, perpetuating the very oppression they hope to eliminate.
Theorizing on the privilege and power structures found in women's organizations
Zinn and Dill (2009) explain, "At the same time that structures of race, class, and
gender create disadvantages for women of color, they provide unacknowledged
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benefits for those who are at the top of these hierarchies-whites, members of the
upper classes, and males" (p. 92). However, by approaching difference from

a

multiracial feminist viewpoint, feminists can begin to explore the ways in which
social structures shape women's agency. As did Smith's study, Zinn and Dill's
research finds that this exploration becomes crucial in forming coalitions because

it

goes beyond recognition of difference and requires feminists to acknowledge their

own systems of privilege and oppression (p. 93). As a result, multiracial feminism
gives leaders the tools to organize feminist work and redefine values in a way that

actually creates systems change.
Regardless of the apprehension many feminists express over the shift in

focus from equality to difference, many feminist theorists and organizations work

hard to incorporate an awareness of difference into their work. However, as Lorde
[2005J also points out, difference is still often viewed as a problem or barrier in
many feminist organizations, which does nothing to recognize the injustice caused
by oppressive and hierarchical systems. [n other words, as the literature of this
section illustrates, difference is something that we all recognize; the question is how

to manage perceptions of difference. Instead of seeing difference as a barrier to
coalition work, feminist leaders should harness difference as a way to challenge and
improve ways of thinking and doing, allowing them to create more effective and
inclusive coalitions.
Section 6: Integral Diversity Maturity
Sections l--5 include theorists from the 1980s to the present in order to

provide a comprehensive review of difference as it is discussed in feminist
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pedagogy. This section brings in theory from social psychology and sociology in

order to widen the scope of study on difference. While this section focuses on

diversity as opposed to difference, it covers work that is crucial to the development
of my research model, which is illustrated in the methodology section.
In order to understand how people comprehend diversity and difference, a

brief explanation of Gregory and Raffanti's [2009] work on integral diversity
maturity is necessary. Similar to Audre Lorde's [2005J notion that difference is a
catalyst for creativity and new ideas, Gregory and Raffanti recognize diversity as a
"complex, multi-dimensional field of creative and transformative potential" [p. 4L).

This potential cannot be accessed without an understanding of the
interconnectedness of diversity. However, Mary Gentile points out that
consideration for the complexify of diversity is not a common initial reaction to
dealing with issues of diversity [as cited in Gregory & Raffanti, 2009). Paralleling

the findings of many of the feminist theorists in the preceding literature, she
explains that diversity is typically thought of as oppositional and dualistic fas cited

in Gregory & Raffanti, 2009J. Because this outlook divides rather than unites, Gentile
argues for a multiple perspective approach to thinking about diversity "that can

comprehend alternate viewpoints not so as to excuse oppression but rather to
clarify it" [as cited in Gregory & Raffanti,2009,p.42). Gentile's vision for a new
perspective evokes Zinn and Dill's [2009) theory that multiracial and/or

multicultural feminism examines oppression through intersectionality, which allows
for a deeper exploration of the ways in which oppressive social structures shape
women's agency. While seemingly different areas of study, one cannot ignore the
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congruence between diversity scholarship and feminist difference theory. The

interdisciplinary pairing of these areas of scholarship enhances the study of
difference in feminist organizations by offering new frameworks for assessing

a

coalition leader's progress in diversity maturity.
One such framework is Gregory and Raffanti's [2009J integral diversity

maturity model, which is based on Ken Wilber's integral theory and the AQAL
model. Integral theory, also known as the theory of everything, provides a

comprehensive analysis of reality because it combines insight from various
disciplines including science, social science, arts, and humanities [Wilber ,1,996).

Wilber created the AQAL model as a way to include all viewpoints and disciplines in
critical analysis. The model is made up of four quadrants, levels, states, and types.
Each of these represents a

different level of human development but also recognizes

that levels will intersect at different times. When applied to Gregory and Raffanti's
theory of diversity maturity, a model emerges that "recognizes that diversity
dynamics are much more intricate than mere issues of difference between

individuals and groups and are generated as a result of the complex process of

integration and differentiation in which similarities, in addition to differences, play

a

key role" [p. 45) [n other words, this model allows for a comprehensive analysis of

diversity that makes space for similarities and differences

as

well as the complexity

of diversity.

Through the combination of diversity maturity, transformative learning, and
integral theory, Gregory and Raffanti [2009J identifir four stages in the
developmental process toward diversity maturity: Rewiring, Clarity, Mastering, and
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Transcending. Rewiring is where individuals "break down preconceived

conceptualizations of diversity" (p. 46J. In this stage, individuals begin to stop

thinking of diversity in dualistic concepts and think beyond race and gender
diversity, bringing in other intersections such as socio-economic status, ability,
culture, etc. Clarifying is when an individual begins to uncover what the new
conceptions of diversity mean. Gregory and Raffanti note that this particular stage is
often uncomfortable, and individuals might not be able to move beyond the
argument that expanding concepts of diversity "dilutes or undermines issues of
equity and social justice" [p. 47).ln stage three [masteringJ,individuals begin to
appty their new understandings of diversity and recognize the creative potential

it

brings. Transcending is where individuals fully engage in transformative learning by

viewing diversity tension "as an opportunity that is an 'essential condition of
learning" (Gregoryand Raffanti,2009, p.4BJ.This stage moves beyond application
of knowledge and practice in that individuals use diversity as a useful tool for new

opportunities that advance organizations, communities, or society.
Reaching integral diversity maturity, however, is much more complex than

merely moving through the four stages because each stage is intertwined with the
many levels and lines of development. Gregory and Raffanti [2009J argue that the

worldview line of development is necessary particularly for integral diversity
maturity. Worldview gives leaders multiple perspectives and the ability to
"perceive... nuances of diversity and diversity tension that would otherwise not be

possible" (Gregory and Raffanti,2009, p. 5U. Worldview intertwines with the
cognitive and moral lines of development. In combination with worldview, the
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cognitive line, for instance, casts a wide net of understanding, enabling leaders to
have a higher level of cognitive understanding. The moral line of development in

combination with those listed above allows leaders to identify with all human
beings, resulting in a higher level of morality.
The theories discussed in this section provide a basis for analyzing and
measuring the diversity comprehension of leaders. However, as noted in the

Introduction, diversity and difference cannot be used interchangeably because they
are very different concepts. Diversity is useful in that

it allows society to

categorically measure the cultural make up of their community or organization.
Unfortunately, diversity measures do not account for difference. Adrianna Kezar and
Jamie Lester [20L0J explain that understanding the nuance between diversity and

difference in leadership is important because difference "emerges from the unique
experiences of being a woman or minority, not something essential about being a

woman or minority" [p. 165J. Therefore, different cultural experiences fbased on
race, ethnicity, and gender) can result in varying sensitivities or beliefs about

leadership [p. 1"65). In other words, measuring diversity does not account for the
Iived experience of individuals. Lived experience is fluid and changes based on

history

as

well as social and political changes. As a result, seeking diversity has the

potential to essentialize people whereas difference allows for transformation,
growth, and empowerment within leaders. Or in Bhabha's [2006] terms, diversity is
quantifiable while difference is qualitative and based on individuals' experience

within

a

culture framed by diversity categories.

This literature review, taken as a whole, suggests that a relationship does
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exist between difference and the effectiveness of coalition building as a feminist

leadership strategy. Furthermore, it can be assumed that difference both creates
obstacles for feminist coalitions and provides insight into the intersectionality of
oppression. However, while there are a number of theories about the effects of

difference in coalitions, there are very few studies into the organizational models
using difference to increase the effectiveness of coalition building. In addition, few

leadership studies on alliance and coalition building approach theory and practice

with

a

holistic feminist lens. Therefore, more research is necessary to determine

effective practices for feminist organizational leaders to harness difference to build
coalitions successful coalitions.

Feminist Organization Model Review
Building from the inside out as a way of integrating difference in feminist
leadership means the leadership structure of a feminist organization is crucial to
coalition success. This section will explore various Wpes of organizational models
used by feminist and/or woman-centered groups. While the literature review
focuses specifically on feminism and difference in the Western context, I believe that

it is important for the model review to incorporate global models for three
important reasons. One,

a

review of feminist organizational models highlights the

nuanced complexities of the worh values, and characteristlcs of feminist leaders
and organizations. Two, organizations in the U.S. reflect the position of the

communiry to global scales of First-, Third-, Fourth-World nations and populations
in terms of multiple issues, resources, and experiences. Third, a globalized model

40

lends a perspective of leadership and organizational models outside of the United
States.

Throughout this discussion, I will talk about organizational structure,

feminist issues, and feminist values. Because these are closely linked, it is necessary
to define these terms. Organizational structure/model is the formal power structure
of the organization. For example, a typical nonprofit power structure has a board of

directors, executive director, program directors, administrative staff volunteers,
and constituents/clients. Other structures may be more cooperative where all

individuals have a vote or where consensus is the preferred decision making
process. Feminist issues are defined as the political orientation of the organization.
In other words, one organization might advocate for women political candidates

while another might advocate for abortion rights. Feminist values should not be
confused with feminist issues. For the purpose of this research, feminist values are

explained as a leader and/or organization nurturing the people that work and
advocate for the organization as well as the processes that guide the organization-

simply put, walking the talk.
In the 1970s, women's rights activists began forming organizations to work
on a broad spectrum of issues, including reproductive rights, violence against

women, employment, and equal representation of women. Operating differently
from mainstream organizations, activists believed they had created a new kind of
organization based on their feminist theoretical training. The activists defined

a

feminist organization as "embracing collectivist decision-making, member
empowerment, and a political agenda of ending women's oppression" [Ferree and
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Martin, 1-995, p. 5). Many of these organizations continue to be collective in nature,
others have adopted hierarchical structures, and many have created completely new
structures. Regardless of organizational style, the organizations that have persisted

until the present have made great strides in improving the status of women in the
United States.
Organizational scholars and experts on leadership continue to ignore these
unique strides and the nature of feminist leadership. Ferre and Martin [1995)
theorize this is because dominant models informing organizational studies focus on
large organizations that "presume men to be their primary members and that
relegate women, and women's life circumstances, to the margins" [p. 9). The
tendency to focus on mainstream business practices replicates Western culture in

that it devalues organizations that are guided by principles not based on capitalism
and patriarchy. Furthermore, because of this many women feel pressure to conform

to dominant theories of organizational leadership in order to be taken seriously in
this field of study. While many popular leadership texts might discuss women and
leadership, they often do so in a way that upholds stereotypical gender norms or
calls on women to "play the game" by assimilating to the dominant male culture.
Bernice Lott [2007) points out that there are significant differences in women's

leadership versus feminist leadership and they should not be taken for the same
model or style [p. 25). lnstead, feminist organizational leadership should be given
the same merit as a legitimate leadership model deserving its own study.
Many feminist theorists situate feminist organizational models into two
groups. The first is a linear, collective model that operates on consensus, does not
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assign hierarchical titles to staff or volunteers, and avoids bureaucratic processes.

The second group is a hierarchical, bureaucratic model that uses a democratic

voting system or has one person that makes decisions, assigns rank to staff and
volunteers, and implements processes for operating. However, feminist
organizations are much more diverse than this, leading to the question: What
makes an organization feminist and what characteristics might a feminist leader
embrace? Ferre and Martin [1997J believe that feminist organizations "question

authority, produce new elites, call into question dominant societal values, claim
resources on behatf of women, and provide space and resources for feminists to live

out altered visions of their lives" [p. 6]. Similarly Lydia Durdn [2007J notes that

feminist organizations "challenge the normative practices that diminish, erode or
deny women's rights and the kind of change processes we promote" (p. 4). Unlike

other organizations, feminist organizations are simultaneously attempting to
accomplish strategic yearly goals while changing social values. Because of the

unique nature and complexify of feminist organizations, dominant leadership
characteristics and organizational models are not effective for feminist leaders.
For feminist leaders to alter oppressive structures they need to create a

different set of leadership models and characteristics that in many ways are the
antithesis of leadership. Lott [2007) explains that feminist leaders focus on
empowering those who are oppressed over their own professional success,
encouraging shared decision-making and de-structuring hierarchies so as not to

exploit individuals [p. 27 -28). Furthermore, feminist Ieaders must use their
positions to actually advocate for the values of feminism and promote better lives
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for women. Lott identifies these practices as making waves and often advocating for
policies and practices that go against mainstream organizational culture [p. 2B].
However, as the literature review discussed, not all feminists will lead in the same

way and not one feminist organizational model will suit all organizations. Therefore,

it is important to analyze a variety of organizational models in order to recommend
which models are best suited to cultivate difference.
Sections One and Two of this review define and explore two types of

organizational models that are often thought to be the only kind of feminist
organizations: hierarchical and collective. Within each of these models, I will explore
the various nuances that exist within more bureaucratic organizations and the
differences that exist within collective groups. Section Three reviews feminist

organizations that have blended characteristics from hierarchical and collective
models. Section Four reviews grassroots organizations that might not particularly

identifrr as feminist but uphold many of the same values of equity and justice, and
offer an effective bottom-up leadership model. Finally, Section Five discusses a new
model of leadership that is based in anti-oppression practices.
Section I: Hierarchical Model
Some feminist theorists studying organizations have identified two

prominent organizational structures used by feminist leaders in the 1970s:
hierarchical and collective. Today, feminist organizations have adopted
organizational models that blend characteristics from both hierarchical and
collective structures. Therefore, it is necessary to expand the discussion of feminist
organizational structures and leadership by including these models as well. In order
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to understand blended and new models, a closer analysis of the characteristics of a
feminist hierarchical model is required.
ln the 1,970s, liberal feminists formed organizations such as the National
Organization for Women and the National Women's Political Caucus. Organizations
Iike these were typically created and led by older professional women who had
resources as well as familiarity with hierarchical, bureaucratic organizations. As a

result, they structured their organizations after the bureaucracies with which they
were familiar (Taylor, Whittier, & Pelak,2009, p. 558J. The feminists who were
active in these types of organizations focused their agenda on liberal feminist

pursuits such as legal and political reform, government, and labor and employment
issues. For example, in Australia, feminist organizations like these sought to get

women into federal and state bureaucracies as a way to influence public policy
agendas, coining the term "femocrat" [Eisenstein, ]-995, p. 69). Itwas believed that

if

women infiltrated state bureaucracies they would make changes that would benefit
all women. Hierarchical feminist organizations have seen success in influencing

public policy agendas and continue this work today. Furthermore, this strategy has
expanded outside of government and public policy into corporate and social
servi ces organizatio ns.
Jean Lau Chin (2007J explains that hierarchies and bureaucracies rely on a

structure of "dominance of leader to follower" or try to appear more "egalitarian by
defining the relationship as that of a servant leader" [p. 9). Because feminism seeks
to break down inequitable power structures, some feminists believe that hierarchies
cannot be effective in eliminating oppression because the model itself implies a rigid
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power structure. Hierarchical feminist models are unique in that they attempt to
change patriarchal systems by incorporating feminist values into patriarchal

structures as opposed to operating outside of or alongside patriarchal structures. An
example of this might include an organization like Emily's List, a national

organization that trains women to run for public office, raises campaign funds for
pro-choice women, and engages women voters. Groups like Emily's List operate
under the idea that by empowering women to get involved in politics, they will have
a greater influence on the

political system.

Feminist hierarchical organizations typically have a clear division of labor,

written rules and decision-making processes, positional leaders such

as a

"president," technical expertise, and individual achievement norms [Ferre & Hess,
L994, p. 57). Barnett's (L995J study of the Women's Political Council shows that this
Wpe of organizational structure often draws membership from professional

networks, which can help explain the formality of these organizations. Women who
are attracted to these organizations are already familiar with a formal

organizational structure and seek concrete changes such as the passage of equal pay
laws over larger systemic changes. Furthermore, because a large majority of

hierarchical feminist organizations tend to focus on legal reform and political gains
for women, these organizations provide more access to power and information than
other feminist organizations [Eisenstein, 1995, p. 75). While some feminists do not
consider the structure of their organization to be feminist, the political issues these

groups advocate for do fall in line with feminist principles and values. In the case of
an organization such as the National Women's Political Caucus that works to
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increase women's political participation, a hierarchical model is quite effective in

that it gives female political candidates who already have professional networks
larger access to powerful government leaders who can lend financial and campaign
support.

ln many ways, this type of organizational model relies on powerful feminist
leaders to be advocates for women and policies that improve the status of women.
Eisenstein [1995) explains that because many feminists feel that "femocrats" are
"placed in power by the strength of women's activism, they are widely seen to be the

arm of the women's movement in government" (p. 73J.The same can be said about
the reliance of women in corporate leadership to implement feminist workplace
policies. Bernice Lott (2007] points out that feminist leaders in all positions of

power are expected to implement feminist values into their work, which include
decision-making that benefits people who are the least privileged in our sociery (p.
2BJ. In other words, the hope of organizations operating in a hierarchical model is

that the success of a few powerful women will have a trickle down effect in public
policy or social perception that will benefit all.
One challenge facing hierarchical feminist organizations is the diversity of

individuals in their organizations. As mentioned in Barnett's [1995J study of the
Women's Political Council, many feminist hierarchical organizations rely on

professional networks for member recruitment (p. 205). The problem with this
practice is that it tends to promote women who are already in positions of power
over those who are less privileged. Ferree and Hess U-994J explain that members of

this type of organizational model tend to be urban, educated, older women with
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already well-established careers (p. 931. Unfortunately, this fype of recruitment bias

in hierarchical structures excludes, consciously or unconsciously, women from
diverse backgrounds an d perspectives.
Regardless of the drawbacks and challenges, hierarchical feminist

organizations have seen success and accomplished goals that increase the status of
women. Historically hierarchical feminist organizations were instrumental in the

introduction and passage of laws like the Nineteenth Amendment, which gave
women voting rights, and Title IX, which granted equal opportunity to girls and
women in education. Today, these organizations have contributed to an influx of
women in elected political positions and the protection of women's legal rights.
Organizationally, hierarchical feminist organizations enjoy longevity and financial
success. While

pointing out that hierarchical models can be inclusive, Acker [1995)

also notes that they are more likely to survive than other organizations [p. 1a0].

And as a result of the fact that they are more likely to be funded and staffed,
hierarchical feminist organizations are better able to complete organizational tasks
and goals than collective organizations. In addition, Staggenborg [1995) argues that

the success of hierarchical feminist organizations comes from their centralized
structure that allows them to better focus on a narrow set of short-term goals (p.

344).ln short, hierarchical feminist organizations enjoy

a level of

stability that

allows them to accomplish their work effectively.
Section Two: Collective Models
While hierarchical organizations are successful in accomplishing
organizational goals, they run the risk of it being at the expense of feminist values
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and different perspectives. In the l-970s, radical feminists banded together to create

informal, collective organizations as a way to not only operate differently from

a

patriarchal organizational model but also to ensure that the voices of all women
were included in an egalitarian manner. Collective models are defined as
organizatlons that "minimize the division of labor, specialized knowledge, and
status differences between participants" (Reinalt, l-995, p. 90J. Ferree and Hess
(1994J explain that feminist collective organizations originated in the Civil Rights

Movement of the 1950s and the New Left Movement of the 1-960s noting this as the
reason feminist collective organizations had a tendency to be more diverse than

their hierarchical counterparts [p. 68]. Inspired by community organizing witnessed
in these movements, radical feminists sought out communities of like-minded
people to focus on giving support and help to women. Often beginning as
consciousness raising groups or informal networks of women, feminist collective

organizations eventually transformed into service organizations such as battered
women's shelters, rape crisis centers, job training programs, and counseling groups.
Unlike hierarchical organizations that sought legal reform, leadership

training, and public policy changes, collective organizations "strove to exemplify

a

better way of structuring society by constructing a distinctive women's culture that
valorized egalitarianism, the expression of emotion, and the sharing of personal
experience" [Taylor, Whittier, & Pelak, 2009, p. 56l-J. Early feminist collective

organizations differed from hierarchical organizations in that they had minimal

division of labor, flexible rules, Iittle personal gain, and consensus decision-making.
In an effort to avoid hierarchy, collective organizations often rotated leadership and
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avoided positional roles such as "president." Organizations such as these recruited

individuals from personal networks and based on shared values versus professional
networks and achievements [Ferree & Hess, L994, p. 60). [n other words, feminist
collective organizations sought to create a new organizational structure that would
put feminist values into practice.
White hierarchical feminist o rganizations attracted older profes

sio

nal

women, feminist collective organizations attracted a more diverse group of women.
Feminist collective organizations drew

a

younger audience of women who often did

not have demanding careers or family obligations and had time to commit to

volunteerwork and erratic scheduling [Ferree & Hess, 1,994, p. 5B). In addition, with
membership drawn from less privileged women who often did not have access to
leadership opportunities in other groups, these organizations were more accessible
to women facing multiple oppressions such as racism and classism. Barnett's [1995J

study of Black women's collectivist organizations notes that unlike hierarchical
Black women's organizations, women in collective organizations did not have access

to resources such as money, political leaders, and professional networks [p. 212).
Instead, these organizations attracted women from poor and working class
backgrounds, taking on more of a grassroots model than a bureaucratic model.

Feminist collective organizations drew women from a variety of backgrounds
and operated within a model that upheld feminist values but they were often short-

lived and unsuccessful in accomplishing their goals. Staggenborg [1995) theorizes

that a collective model may be ineffective because their goal of larger systemic
cultural change is very difficult to achieve, saying, "these groups can be considered
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complete failures because they had radical goals-such as changing the structure of

capitalist and patriarchal society-but dissolve before achieving any of them" (p.
345J. Mobilizing for a goal as broad as this one may have contributed to a few

structural failures

as

well. Attempting to organize from a model that was drastically

different from more mainstream hierarchies made it difficult to work with other
organizations and to obtain valuable resources such as funding. Acker [1-995J notes

that many of these organizations had policies against working with any
organizations that undermined the group's values. Unfortunately,atthe time these
groups were most active there were not many organizations and foundations

operating from a feminist, let alone, social justice perspective. As feminist collective
organizations sought to collaborate with others or seek funding from foundations
they were forced to change their structures in order to fit within the narrow
guidelines of hierarchical institutions. Organizations that refused to conform often
ceased to exist.

Internal issues also made the collective model difficult to sustain. The
consensus-decision making process can be lengthy and difficult which resulted in

organizations spending more time solving conflict than focusing on goals (p.
Staggenborg, L995,p.3a\. The combination of pressure to conform to other

organizational structures and to come to consensus quickly resulted in the

formation of unacknowledged power structures within feminist collective
organizations. Staggenborg [1995J explains "the refusal to recognize official leaders
leads in many groups to unofficial domination by persons tied into friendship

networks who lack accountability to the group" (p. 3a31. Individuals who have
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common experiences are more likely to stand by each other's convictions and ideas.
In these situations, the most privileged women in the organization dominated and

benefited from the unacknowledged hierarchy.
While feminist collective models are more likely to be short-lived than their
bureaucratic counterparts, there are certain conditions in which they can be quite
successful. Through an analysis of successful collectives, Acker [1995) outlines these

conditions as "small group size, common goals [including the goals of equal

participation), relatively equal knowledge and experience, individual members who
are flexible and noncompetitive, and a benign organizational environment that

supports participatory practices" [p. 141-). In many ways, even though they may be
less publically recognized, collective organizations make positive personal change in

individual women's lives as opposed to the [ega[ reform sought by hierarchical
organizations.

Section Three: Blended Models
At the same time that many hierarchical feminist organizations found they
had difficulry representing the views and issues of all women, collective

organizations began to see the flaws within their organizational structure. As

a

result, many feminist organizations today have blended hierarchical and collective
practices into their organizations. Ferre and Hess [199aJ explain that the structural

blending of these organizations occurred as "groups originally based on collectivist
principles were transformed into local units of a broad-based movement
organization, or as local chapters of national organizations served the functions of a

primary group" (p. 74J. In other words, as collective organizations became primary
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sources for battered women, displaced homemakers, etc., they adopted structural
changes that allowed them to work within state and other institutional structures.

Also, as hierarchical organizations sought to expand their membership and be more

inclusive, they adopted new ways of making decisions. These new ways included
collective principles such as modified consensus decision-making or groups that

officially use a majority rule decision-making process but in reality actually make
decisions by consensus fTaylor, Whittier, & Pelak, 2009, p. 562].

It is rare to find a feminist organization today that operates solely in

a

hierarchical or collective model; thus, understanding the original roots of these two
models is important to the analysis of the blended feminist model. Espino's [2007J

study of Salud Integral papa la Mujer fTotal Health for the Woman or SIPAM) traces
the transition of the collective organization's adoption of more hierarchical
practices to a model that combined both. When SIPAM emerged in Mexico in L987,

the organization was dedicated to egalitarianism among staff and members. SIPAM
faced many of the same problems as feminist collective organizations in the United
States. Consensus decision-making was a time consuming process, which often led

to emotional conflicts within the organization making it difficult for staff to
accomplish long-term and short-term goals. Furthermore, the informal leadership

structure led to power struggles within the organization because leadership was
"based on ties of friendship and therefore was not necessarily perceptible as a

power" [Espino , 2007 , p. 6ZJ.
Fortunately, SIPAM recognized that their organizational model was not
sustainable and made structural changes that kept their collective values and
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included hierarchical practices such as formal rules and a clear division of labor.
While the staff at SIPAM valued the collective cause, they also noted that the lengthy
consensus making process and non-specialized work positions led to burn out

among staff. The new changes recognized that each individual had skills, knowledge,
and experience that allowed them to be leaders within a structured collaborative
process [Espino,2007, p. 63).Joy Rice [2007J explains that a blended, collaborative

model allows leaders and followers to set shared goals but also encourages all
participants to be leaders [p. 128J. This embraces the values of a collective model

while incorporating measures for accountability and effectiveness that are found in
hierarchical models. In addition, Espino contends that a blended structure enables
the "control of resources and results through a work system that distributes specific
tasks among members, endeavoring to overcome tensions and align the operational

objectives [practical needsJ with the institutional mission [strategic needsJ" [p. 63).
SIPAM's model successfully blended the collective model's heavy focus on systemic,

mission-driven change with the hierarchical model's bias for strategic goal driven
change.

Another example of a blended model is that of a community behavioral
health clinic that shifted from a hierarchical model to a more collective or
collaborative model. When the CEO of the community behavioral health clinic
stepped down, the board of directors appointed two women as interim Co-CEOs.

While the women had initially planned to divide responsibilities, they found it more
effective to practice a "supportive, collaborative management style rather than
embracing a strict delineation of power" (Fischbach, Smerz, Findlay, Williams, &
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Cox, 2007, p. 31).The leaders' collaborative style modeled behavior for other staff

and permeated the organization's culture. Upon evaluation, the board found that

this style increased staff comfort, decreased stress, and led to better decision
making. Rice (2007) points out that the blending of collective and hierarchical
practices leads to better interpersonal collaboration within organizations which

ultimately empowers each individual (p. L29). As each person is given a say in
decision-making and organizational direction, they not only gain confidence but
they also gain leadership experience. In the case of this agency, not only was the
organization effective but also it empowered individuals to become leaders.
Blended models have proven to be more effective than hierarchical or

collective models because they allow feminist leaders to operate within the
hierarchical nature of a patriarchal society while upholding their egalitarian,
feminist values. As Shapiro and Leigh [2007J explain "effective change in
communities and organizations involves dynamic, constructive processes linking

individuals meanings and actions with organizational processes within

a

wider

social context" [p.92J. Because blended models are able to function hierarchically

while maintaining values of empowering individuals, they are able to accomplish
short-term goals that move toward larger systemic changes.
Blended models, however, are not without flaws. The collaborative

leadership style that is present in blended models is heavily scrutinized in a society
that upholds sexist and racist stereotypes. Shapiro and Leigh [2007) point out that

while this style of leadership has been found to be more effective than hierarchical
or collective, the acceptance of this practice by followers is heavily affected by the
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gender or race of the leader (p.95). For example, when women solve conflict

collaboratively, they are accused by mainstream society of not being aggressive
enough. Furthermore, as the blending of hierarchical and collective models becomes

mainstream, even among non-feminist organizations, leaders are more likely to lose
sight of the anti-oppression values brought by the collective model. Jain [2004)
theorizes that while blended feminist organizations have found a way to expand

their networks and sustain their organizations, they still struggle to bring their
values to the larger world [p. 68]. As feminist organizations and leaders begin to
operate more like patriarchal institutions, they may find success in achieving their
goals but they risk diluting feminist values that are rooted in anti-patriarchy and

anti-colonialist ideals. However, it is models like those described here that
effectively advocate for women's rights, provide direct services, and empower

individuals on a daily basis. Therefore, blended models give feminist organizations

a

structure in which they can find success within a larger system that does not share

their values.
Section Four: Bottom-Up Models
Another organizational model that allows feminist leaders to be effective in

a

larger system is the bottom-up model. This model is effective because it encourages
collaboration with organizations and individuals that may not share one's values as
a means to achieve organizational goals. Collaboration

with other feminist

organizations and individuals as well as non-feminist identified organizations and
individuals broadens an organization's message and creates opportunity to
implement feminist practices and values in society. Rice and Austria [2007) point
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out that collaborative projects with multiple groups should amplify an
organization's work as well as inspire individual leadership in all participating
members from the bottom-up [p. 170J. In addition, this type of bottom-up model

often bridges gaps with people with which an organization does not typically work.
While an organization or group might instigate the formation of a coalition,
they are typically formed though existing networks of organizations or individuals

within

a

community or interest area. This was the case in researcher Xiaoxian's

[2010) study of a grassroots movement to increase women's political participation
in the Heyang and Shaanxi provinces of China. Instead of mobilizing participants in

a

top-down leadership model, the Research Association for Women chose to lead
using a bottom-up model by melding lateral and hierarchical practices. As a result,
the power was transferred to the individuals the coalition served. The coalition

originally consisted of the Research Association and the Shaanxi and Heyang
Women's Federations. [n order to divide tasks, both groups identified each other's

strengths and capacity to leverage other institutions. Together, both groups
approached the Civil and Administrative Affairs Office (CAAO) with a document that

would create a quota system to benefit women in elections. After gaining the
support of the CAAO, the groups then identified a small group of women who would
be able to mobilize and train a larger group of women activists in order to run for

village offices. The smaller group of women spent many months talking with,
recruiting, and training women in villages to run for elected positions. The
effectiveness of the collaboration impressed male leaders in the Heyang province so
much that they joined in the collaboration by contributing funding and time to
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promoting women's political participation.
Xiaoxian (20L0J identifies the bottom-up leadership model as the reason for
the Heyang and Shaanxi project's success. The Research Association for Women's
commitment to values that "were shaped by a commitment to participation,
empowerment, and gender awareness" in these provinces allowed them to put
power into the hands of the communities with whom they were working fXiaoxian,
20L0, p.872). As a result, the organization's workwas always in response to a
specific need raised by the communities with whom they worked. Furthermore, the

organizational model was designed in a waythat put leadership in the hands of the
women the Research Association sought to help. The organizations were only there
to lend resources, advice, and training-not to direct the movement.
Concerned Parents of Monterey Park ICPMP) used a similar bottom-up
model to organize for the removal of a problematic parole office in an ethnically

diverse suburban community of Los Angeles. While the group did not identify as
feminist and was not specifically

a

women's group, the majority of participants were

women. Pardo [1995] points out that this majority resulted in a "woman-centered
basis for community mobilization constitut[ing] a border space for [women] to

bridge so-called private and public spheres" [p. 370J. The women in this group not
only created a coalition model to work toward a common cause but also created

a

model that developed public leadership roles in cultures that favored stereotypical
gender roles. Similar to the Heyang model, the women of Monterey Park used their

personal networks to bring together churches, neighborhood watch groups, family
members, PTA, youth groups, and political party networks to lobby city council
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members and the police department to remove the parole office. As the

neighborhood group gained political clout, it relied on a larger, more resource-rich
organization to carry their message. At this time, the women chose to select a male
leader for the organization because "men came in and made statements and were
heard. Women performed the detailed tasks that required patience and attention"

[Pardo, ].995, p. 367J. Instead of claiming leadership on this project, the women
organizers opted to leverage the patriarchal social system by appointing a male
leader. In this sense, the coalition structure of CPMP operated from the bottom-up.

While a male leader and a larger more powerful organization led the group, the
women organizers were empowered through the supporting work they provided.
The organizations in China and Monterey Park share two characteristics that
appear to be present in all bottom-up models. First, the organizations formed to
address a community-based need. Community members determined the need and

then the organization formed to offer support and resources. As seen in both
Pardo's (1995J and Xiaoxian's (2010) research, the collaborations arose to address a
need expressed by individuals in the community. Unlike organizations that identify

the needs of a community and then offer those services, these organizations listened
to their constituency about their needs and interests prior to developing a project.
Menon [2007J describes a similar strategy in which Creating Resources for
Empowerment in Action [CREAJ, an organization strengthening women's leadership

in India, toured the country to listen to other organizations and activists. Meeting

with organizations and activists allowed

CREA to shape programming to the needs

of the participants and allowed CREA to demonstrate how each organization is "part
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of a larger human rights framework in which issues were not put in convenient little
boxes butwere interrelated and interdependent" (Menon,2007, p. 112). The benefit

of an organization building relationships with organizations and activists prior to
engaging in coalition work is that they have an opportunity to attract partners that

will have a stronger commitment to the cause.
The second similarity in the models described by Pardo [1995) and Xiaoxian
[2010J is the empowerment of all organizations and activists involved. In Pardo's
study, the women of Monterey Park created an opportunity for leadership outside of

the private sphere; gaining experience they might not have learned in their familial
lives. The women of the Heyang and Shaanxi provinces in Xiaoxian's study learned

how to advocate for themselves, gained leadership experience, and many earned
prestigious and powerful positions as village heads. In both cases, the organizations

working with these women were able to reach goals and increase their effectiveness
through the empowerment of these women.
Guberman, Beeman, Lamoureux, Fournier, and Gervais [2007J identiff five
phases that are present in the bottom-up model or "empowerment model" which

are also found in the Monterey Park and China model [p. 70]. The first phase is

developing human relations. The women of Monterey Park had an advantage in

building their coalition because they were able to leverage their personal networks
to accomplish their goals. While the Research Association did not already have

a

personal network among the Heyang and Shaanxi women, they invested a large
amount of time in getting to knowand understand the women with whom they
were working. During this process the organizers were able to establish trust and
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"go beyond a 'helping' relationship," thus truly developing a partnership [Guberman,
Beeman, Lamoureux, Fournier, and Gervais, 2007, p. 70). The second phase builds a
sense of belonging for the organizations and activists involved by creating a

structure that is accessible, flexible, and developed collaboratively. The third phase
offers feminist intervention. During this phase, participants share experiences and
resources, continuing to build trust and collaboration. The fourth phase promotes
active participation by organizations and activists. This is done through leadership

opportunities as well as providing activists with tools to acquire knowledge and
skills. The fifth phase allows all involved to grow and understand, exercise their

newly acquired knowledge and skills and allows them to take control of their own
leadership. Ultimately, the model as a whole empowers women.
Used on a global level, the bottom-up model has been quite effective in

neighborhood groups, non-governmental organizations [NGOsJ, and all types of
organizations in between. However, this model is not without challenges. In many
ways the largest challenge is getting organizations and individuals to "buy in" to

collaboration and the cause. CREA, the organization in Menon's [2007) study,

initially found it difficult to convince organizations and activists working on social
justice and poverty issues of the intersection with women's health disparities [p.
1L1]. Mission driven organizations with limited resources often fail to see
interconnectedness or feel they do not have time to work on other issues.
Convincing other organizations of the importance of a particular cause can also be

difficult because many organizations using this model need to work with nonfeminist institutions and individuals. Mishra and Singh [2007J explain that in

a
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world with limited resources, organizations are left with little choice but to
collaborate with each other to meet their goals [p. 40]. They caution that work with
non-feminist organizations can be unfulfilling and ineffective for feminist
organizations seeking to empower disadvantaged women because other
organizations are not invested in reversing oppressive patriarchal struggles.
Unfortunately, because the entire organizational model relies on the empowerment
of others for success, the model fails without buy in from other organizations and

individuals. Yet, because constituents drive this model, buy-in from a few

individuals has the potential to sustain an effective partnership and promote
feminist values far and wide.
Section Five: Anti-oppression Models
A new organizational model, which has recently become prevalent in social

work and social service agencies, is being adopted by many feminist organizations.
Anti-oppression organizational models look past sexism and gender inequality to
focus on a much larger picture of intersecting systems of oppression. Barnoff and

Moffatt (2007) define anti-oppression models as "envision[i,rgl

a

world that is

characterized by freedom from all structures of domination and privilege" [p. 57J. In
feminism, the adoption of the anti-oppression model has allowed feminist leaders to
move beyond a hierarchy of oppression that places sexism at the top, and work on

eliminating the multiple oppressions faced by many women. White decision-making
processes and power structures of organizations using an anti-oppression model

vary from organization to organization, this model changes organizational practices
by focusing on power structures throughout the organization. Barnoff and Moffatt
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[2007) discuss the many ways an anti-oppression model changes feminist
organizations:
Integrated anti-oppression practice necessitates the use of strategies, such as
transforming the agency's mission into a statement that recognizes the

multiplicity of oppressions that shape women's lives; altering the agency's
power structure; requiring privileged members of the organization to give up

their sense of entitlement to embrace issues that are not directly related to
their lived experiences; and examining organizational cultural norms... [p.
s

Bl.

The integration of an anti-oppression model within Western feminist organizations
is occurring at a slow pace because strategies such as those identified by Barnoff
and Moffatt often directly challenge the existing mission and vision of the

organization or movement. However, this model has been quite effective in
advancing the organizational goals of many oppressed women.

Anti-oppression models are prevalent within the movements and
organizations of women throughout the world. In many cases, women's
organizations originally came together to fight economic and racial oppression, only
to find that their gender oppressed them within a larger movement. In her analysis
of indigenous feminism among Zapatista women, Castillo (2002J explains that

"Ethnic, class and gender identities have determined their struggle and they have
opted to incorporate themselves in the broader struggle of their communities...

creat[ing] specific spaces to reflect on their experiences

as

women and as

indigenous people" [p.40). In manyways, racial and economic oppression enabled
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Zapatista women to identiflr gender oppression within their movement and take

appropriate action to add gender analysis to the discussion. Feminists benefit by
incorporating awareness of multiple oppressions into their organizational models;
however, larger movements also benefit by the added perspective of a gender lens
in their larger goals.
The anti-oppression model, while varied in strategies and structure, has two

main characteristics. First, anti-oppression models cause feminist organizations to
redefine power structures. In Africa, anti-oppression models in feminist
organizations have created dialogues around privilege in international feminism.
Adeleye-Fayemi (2004J points to Western women's references on African women's
accents and "costumes" as an opportunity for the anti-oppression model to open a

dialogue about privilege [p. 116J. She quotes Patricia McFadden urging feminists to,

"redefine the ways in which we enter as participants in the global women's
movement and challenge the exoticisation and objectification of African women...
just because we are women fighting for the same goal does not make racial privilege
go away" [Adeleye-Fayemi, 2004, p. L16). Similarly, Barnoff and Moffatt's [2007J

study of the anti-oppression model in social service agencies found that discussions
about privilege were necessary for effectiveness [p. 65). Without a discussion about
privilege, the anti-oppression model is incomplete. For a holistic model, an
organization needs to focus on structures that perpetuate oppression while
simultaneously addressing processes that perpetuate privilege. It is this
characteristic of the anti-oppression model that initiates new power structures

within organizations.
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Anti-oppression models also build bridges across movements and
organizations. Due to the intersecting nature of oppression, feminist organizations

working within an anti-oppression model necessitate collaboration with nonfeminist organizations. This not only increases resources and visibility but also
brings feminist values to other organizations. foyce Green (2007) points out that
indigenous feminism, which focuses on multiple oppressions, "educates movements

unfamiliar with issues of colonialism, racism and sexism, and builds critical political
consciousness and solidarity" (p. 24l.This Wpe of coalition building is seen in
Zapatista women's organizing as well as Bolivian women's organizations.

Kampwirth [2004] notes out fhat during the Zapatista rebellion many mainstream
mestiza feminist groups opted to work with mainstream political groups and not

with indigenous women [p. Lt9). However, the inclusive anti-oppression model
united both groups of women for the creation of successful statewide women's
conferences. As a result, the segregation that existed in this movement was broken

down; creating a movement that was much more inclusive of all women's voices.
Similarly, this model has been successful in bringing Bolivian women working on
indigenous issues and neighborhood councils seeking to reappropriate natural
resources for Bolivians to the same table. Monasterios [2007J exptains that the

intersection of economic and gender oppression has brought together these two
groups to work on decolonization of indigenous people in Bolivia [p. 37J. The

partnering of these two groups has created new leadership positions for women and
incorporated a gendered perspective into the neighborhood council's work.
Implementing an anti-oppression model into an organization is not always
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easy. In Western countries, the strong emphasis and value of individualism is a

challenge for feminist organizations. For instance, Castillo [2010J points out that

indigenous women's value that equality is "complementarity between genders" and
not always about finding an equal place at the table is different from the values of
many Western feminists. The inclusion of this philosophy challenges the work of
many feminlst organizations. Another challenge is the prioritizing of certain kinds of

oppression over others. Barnoff and Moffat (2007) explain that this occurs because:
"...women fear that if they take any attention away from the form of
oppression they consider to be most politically important and have fought
Iong and hard to get attention focused on in the first place, that form will

disappear from practice" [p. 65J
In other words, Western feminist leaders' fear of focusing on issues not seen as
"women's issues" allows them to create a hierarchy of oppression within their
organizations. It is because of this that feminist leaders often avoid conversations
about difference and multiple oppressions in their organizations.
This model review presents a picture of the different organizational models

that feminist organizations adopt in order to achieve their goals. More often than
not, many organizations choose to blend certain aspects of these models. Given that
each model has strengths and weaknesses, this might be the best approach for

feminist organizational leaders. While no one model is deemed more effective than
others, there are aspects that can be drawn from each to determine the conditions

under which feminist coalition building is most successful. As stated in the

Introduction, the culmination of findings and theory will provide answers to the
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following questions: What challenges do perceived dffirence including racq sexual
preference, age, class, place, and ability pose to the.ruccess of feminist collations? In

what ways does difference contribute to the success of feminist coalitionsT And what
organizational models offer practices and structures that are conducive to the
inclusion of dffirence?

Methodology
If feminist leadership is to build from the inside out as a means to bridge
difference in coalitions, then it is necessary for a study on integrating difference in
feminist coalition leadership to listen to the experiences of individuals within
coalitions. Therefore, this research uses many of the theories and organization
models discussed in the literature review to inform a qualitative study of the
challenges and opportunities the incorporation of difference brings to coalition

building

as

well as organizational leadership practices in feminist coalitions.

Locating a method and a model to measure difference comprehension of an

organization from a feminist perspective proved to be difficult. While I was able to

identiff a model that offered some workable options, it did not encompass a
feminist lens, nor did it ensure a comprehensive enough worldview to facilitate an
understanding of the complexity of difference engaged by these organizations.
Therefore, it was necessary for me to create my own model that incorporates
feminist theory, practice, and women's lived experience for a holistic analysis of
feminist theory, organizatlonal practices, and the insights of leaders. I have titled
this mod el, Feminist Coalitton Dffirence Competency Model [Appendix

BJ,

which

I

67
used to qualitatively evaluate my findings from the thirteen interviews done

with

six organizations.

Through in-depth interviews with feminist coalition leaders, this study
provides insight into effective strategies to build coalition across difference. Openended, semi-structured interviews were conducted with thirteen past and present
leaders from feminist organizations and coalitions in Minnesota. The organizations
chosen not only represent organizational, racial, class, and age diversity but also

structural and philosophical values and identity. While not all of the organizations
or leaders identify as feminist, their organizations' missions correspond to Chin's

[2004] definition of feminist leadership as: "aJ creating a feminist agenda promoting
feminist principles, bJ promoting feminist policies within the workplace, cJ changing
organizational cultures and goals to be more equitable, and dJ empowering women
as

feminist leaders" [p.7J. Leaders were chosen based on their status as a current or

past executive director, program director, board president, or executive committee
member. The particular leadership positions were chosen because the individuals
occupying these roles are responsible for making decisions about the vision,

outreach methods, and personnel policies of the organization.
The interview questions fAppendix E) are designed to reveal the

organizations'and leaders' practices that incorporate difference into their mission,
programs, and leadership. Questions also gather information about the

organizations: power structures, operating principles, strategies for feminism in
practice, modes of diversity outreach, tensions within the coalition, methods of

guaranteeing representation and inclusion, and perceptions about difference. In
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addition, participants are asked to identiff their race, flge, ability, gender, and sexual

identity or given the option to not self-identiff.
The transcribed interviews were reviewed to determine themes of coalition

failure or success, diversity, privilege, and difference. From the major themes, key
passages were analyzed to

identiff the common challenges and successes difference

brings to each coalition. In addition, subthemes of particular leadership
characteristics, outreach strategies, and leadership processes that either encourage
or discourage difference were extracted from these passages. Next, the themes were
compared and contrasted to the theories discussed in the literature review in order

to create the ldeal for Feminist Coalition Building Across Dffirence [Appendix

CJ. As

mentioned above, due to the lack of a model that examines an organization's
difference competency from a feminist lens, it was necessary to create one. As
articulated in Section Six of the Literature Review, to fully understand the
relationship befween coalition leadership and difference, it was necessary to step
outside of feminist theory to locate an alternative model structure. Toni Gregory and
Michael Raffanti's [2009) developmental model of integral maturity diversity

provided me with a basic structure and concept from which to develop a more
appropriate model for this study. The result is my Feminist Organizational

Dffirence Competency Model (Appendix

BJ,

which I use to map the level of

difference competency of feminist coalition leaders and organizations.
The combination of scholarship and thought offered by Gregory and

Raffanti's [2009J integral diversity maturity model allows for a more
comprehensive picture of human development as it applies to the understanding of
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diversity and difference in feminist coalition building. This overlay of
methodologies and conceptual frameworks on difference as applied to a study of
feminist leaders, has not yet been put into practice and, thus, offers a unique lens for
understanding not only the dynamics and complexity of difference within a feminist
perspective but also the limitations a singular standpoint such as feminism can have
in coalition work.
However, this model, like many others, positions feminism as a limited

perspective that does not encompass other viewpoints. Because I understand
feminism to be a comprehensive, holistic perspective, I have adapted the concept of
this model but centered the feminist ideals about difference and coalition building
articulated in the ldeal for Feminist Coalition Building Across Difference flFCBADJ;
the result is the Feminist Organizational Dffirence Competency Model [F0DCMJ
whose components are based on an organization's ability to achieve a feminist

coalition building ideal, which is outlined in the IFCBAD. The FOCDM is made up of
four quadrants. Quadrant l- measures an organization's perceptions, practices, and
policies toward perceived physical differences. This might include affirmative action
policies, disability statements, etc. Quadrant 2 measures an organization's

perceptions, practices, and policies in multicultural consciousness. Practices could
include multicultural education, programming, etc. Quadrant 3 measures an
organization's perceptions, practices, and policies that work toward changing
oppressive and discriminatory social constructs through the implementation of new
organizational models, practices, or structures, which limit oppression and work

toward broader social justice. Quadrant 4 measures an organization's perceptions,
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practices, and policies that demonstrate a comprehensive worldview. This might

include promoting environments that embrace difference tension and see it as a

growth opportunity.Within each quadrant there are four stages:

+

Stage

+

Stage 2- Deconstructing Hegemonic Structure & Practice

+

Stage 3- Developing Practice that Relies on Standpoints of Individually

1"-

Appropriating Hegemonic Structure & Practice

Articulated Perspectives

+

Stage 4- Deploying a Comprehensive

Worldview in Organizational

Foundation, Practice, & Guiding Principles
The criteria for each of these stages are outlined in the IFCBAD, which is used to
assess each organization based on the leadership practices and perspectives of each

interviewee. Within Stages l--3, there are four different levels (Level l--4, with level
one being low and level four being highJ. These levels are used to indicate an

organization's difference maturity in each stage. Levels are determined based on the
number of criteria an organization meets in the IFCBAD stages. For instance, an
organization that meets two criteria in Stage 3 of the IFCBAD in Quadrant 2 would
fall into 53LZ of QZ on the FODCM. This would indicate that the organization is just
beginning to integrate the criteria in that particular stage and quadrant. Once the
IFCBAD is used to assess each organization in all four quadrants of the FODCM, the
stages and levels are averaged to determine the organization's final stage.

The stage at which a majority of organizations fall is used as the baseline for

finding common themes that determine what feminist organizations need to
embrace in order to reach a higher stage of difference comprehension. From this
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process, conclusions are drawn as to why certain organizations remain at lower

levels of difference comprehension and what practices they can look to in order to
move toward a higher level. While the model itself is organized into seemingly

hierarchical stages, it is in fact a progressive movement of a group of people toward
a common goal
a movement

rather than one dictating to others. The model itself is structured

as

outward as those moving through the stages expand their practices and

perspective to encompass a holistic worldview.
The validity of each case study is then measured by sending collected

observations and conclusions to two academic readers and the thirteen coalition
leaders interviewed. After the final synthesis, data is discussed through the

application of feminist theory on difference as well as hypotheses about the best
practices for feminist leaders to incorporate difference into their coalitions.

Findings
The six organizations included in this study advocate for a wide array of
issues and interests including reproductive health, domestic violence and sexual

assault prevention, homelessness, immigrant and refugee equity, American Indian

communiry vitality, and economic justice. Despite the array of advocacy issues and
the fact that not all identify as a feminist organization, each group falls under an
umbrella of feminist thought and activism outlined in the Introduction and Review
of Literature and Organization Models. In addition, each of these organizations is a

coalition or operates within larger coalitions. In other words, not one of these
organizations operates alone but relies on partnerships with other organizations in
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order to increase capacity, resources, and a larger constituency of individuals
advocating for their cause. Because these organizations work with other coalitions
to have a broader impact on society, the difference competency of their leadership is

crucial-making it necessary to build from the inside out.
The complexity of feminism seen in the organizational models adapted by
these groups is extensive because of the lived experience of individual leaders and

unique organizational structures they create. In other words, organizations are
informed by individuals who experience different cultures, inequitable power
systems, and privileges. The unique nature of feminist organizations is that they

must operate in the very culture they attempt to alter. Working to change
patriarchal, capitalist, and colonialist ideologies that, from a feminist perspective,
create inequitable and unjust power systems, feminist leaders must adopt

organizational models that are in opposition to feminist values of shared power and
a perspective
age,

that encompasses the lenses of gender, sexual preference, race, place,

abilify, class, and worldview. However, as noted in previous sections the

absence of leadership studies devoted to feminist organizations creates a void of

organizational study that explores these nuanced challenges. The Feminist
Organizatianal Difference Competency Model IFODCM] allows us to measure the
breadth of feminist organizational cultures and to provide a possible solution to the
problems that feminist coalitions face when bridging differences. In addition, this
model gives us a tool to assess integrating difference as a way to build a more just

feminist model by interrogating current models.
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This analysis is broken down into five sections. Throughout these first two
sections, I indicate where organizations fit into the ldeal for Feminist Coalition

Building Across Dffirence flFCBADJ based on their achievements and solutions to
challenges. While they may achieve high status on the IFCBAD because of these

examples, it does not necessarily correlate with their ultimate positioning on the
FODCM. The positioning of each organization on the FODCM model

will be further

fleshed out in Section 3 of the findings. Section L explores the common
achievements each organization has experienced in coalition building across

difference. Section 2 discusses the shared challenges faced by each organization.
Section 3 reviews where the organizations were charted on the FODCM, why they

were placed in specific stages, and what practices are needed for each to gain a more
comprehensive perspective and structure conducive to the inclusion of difference.
Finally, Section 4 draws conclusions from my finding as well as implications for
feminist theory and practice.

Section 1: Shared Achievements
Each of the organizations studied work as or in coalitions attempting to

break down institutions and change attitudes that contribute to inequity and
oppression. Yet, the issues they focus on and the ways they operate are vastly

different from each other. In order to provide a comprehensive understanding of the
advocacy areas, services provided, and communities served, a brief description of
each organization follows:
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+

Organization A serves as a shelter for Native American youth and their
families, providing safety and a place of healing and wellness. While not
solely focused on women's or gender rights, this organization was chosen
because the Executive Director demonstrated commitment to feminist values

and leadership, and for her background in domestic violence advocacy. This

organization is not a coalition but is part of a number of coalitions advocating
for homeless and youth populations. The Executive Director also has

a

background working with a statewide domestic violence coalition.

+

Organization B is a statewide coalition advocating for sexual assault
prevention. The coalition provides

a

voice for victims and/or survivors of

sexual violence and allies who work to end sexual violence. This group serves
a

variety of organizations and providers of sexual assault senrices such

as

rape crisis centers and criminal justice professionals.

+

Organization

C

provides services and programs to empower American Indian

women and their families by offering housing and emergency shelter,
childcare, family services, health and wellness programs, and legal services
to American Indian women. This organization is part of many coalitions to

support and empower women and the American Indian community.

+

Organization D is the largest coalition included in this study; therefore, more
than one leader was interviewed from this organization. As an association of
over a hundred organizations serving women and girls, Organization D

provides leadership and collaborative opportunities, public policy advocacy,
and resources to individuals and other organizations. Six leaders were
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interviewed from this organization including the Executive Director, Board
President, Director of Finance and Administration, Treasurer, former

Program Director, and a former Board member. In addition to representing
Organization D, four of the individuals interviewed also represent member
organizations in the coalition. These organizations work on issues including
reproductive health, literacy, civic and voter engagement, and racial justice.

*

Organization E is a coalition of seven organizations that advocate for and/or
provide services related to abortion and reproductive health. In addition to
co-leading the coalition, the interviewee also represents an abortion rights
advocacy organization.

*

Organization F is a coalition of seven organizations serving refugee and

immigrant women and their families. Because the coalition serves a large
number of cultural communities, the decision was made to interview three
leaders from this organization. The leaders interviewed also represent

organizations providing direct services and advocacy to Asian American,
African, and Latinaf o communities.
Each organization has its own particular mission, values, and strategies for creating

effective and lasting social change. Collectively they serve hundreds of communities
and populations, making it imperative to develop practices that look deeper than

organizational diversity and move toward difference. During the interviews, leaders
of these organizations illustrated practices that they find useful for fostering

inclusion and equity as well as practices that have not been effective.
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In order to create organizations that allow difference to thrive and inform

vision and practice, many of the organizations implement unique training methods,
outreach strategies, and personnel policies. One example is Organization B's revised
sexual violence response training manual. After receiving feedback from a number

of individuals that trainings and the training manual were not inclusive of

transgender people, the organization undertook the task of revising their 1,000page manual to include gender-neutral language. In addition, they took the step of

ensuring that gender-neutral restrooms were available at all training sites. The
Executive Director explains that these changes were necessary in order to prevent

the organization from imposing a dichotomous, patriarchal category on the
communities they serve saying, "Why would we be in a position to say you have to
t

choose that you're either this or that in order to go to the bathroom?" The

organization also adapted training practices that would accommodate communities
not reflecting a White, middle-class, First-World "norm." Because the organization

trains local advocates how to educate communities about and respond to sexual
violence, they needed to allow practices that were flexible enough to encompass all

cultural values. The Executive Director explains:

"ln the process of talking about the advocate's role in the community, the
topic of boundaries came up in the formation of the training module. We
realized the boundaries we were talking about were mainstream, Caucasian,

professional boundaries. Many women explained that those boundaries

would not work in their communities because if they are going to help a
family deal with this horrible event that happened, advocates need to be
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welcomed into people's homes, have a meal with them and break bread with
them. In these instances, what we might have identified as a boundary

violation was absolutely necessary to creating an environment where you
can actually work with a family."

In the process of implementing practices that honor difference, this organization
also demonstrated an openness to consider new ideas.
By allowing flexibility in their programming practices, Organization B did

two things. First the leaders of this organization took the initial step in dismantling
the concept of a "universal" woman by recognizing that women experience
oppression and culture in different ways. They effectively broke down the rigid

definitions of woman and women's experience that results in the category of "other"
and which sustains oppressive power structures that Chandra Mohanty [2005J

noted in the literature review (p.37a). Second, the organization allowed different
experiences to inform their work. As noted by Zinn and Dill (2009), this creates a
comprehensive strategy for dismantling systems of oppression. Through these two

initiatives Organization B demonstrates incredible flexibilify in creating program
models that are inclusive of difference by putting the values of their constituents
and clients over their own cultural values. This characteristic of their work reflects
ideals found in Stage 3 of the IFCBAD, particularly in Quadrant 3. This one

characteristic, however, is not enough to place the organization in Stage 3 of the
FODCM; many other characteristics factor

into their final placement on the model,

which is outlined in Section 3 of the Findings. Creating an effective organization
model that is flexible enough to encompass multiple perspectives requires regular
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organizational and individual self-reflection that allows leaders to identify their own
privilege and bias. The leadership of Organization B displays these characteristics
very well.
In addition to creating programs that are flexible and inclusive, the majority
of leaders interviewed discussed effective personnel policies that respect difference.
The Executive Director of Organization C explains that her organization's workplace
practices reflect the values of the Native community they serve saying, "The values
of the organization are very much grounded in traditional cultural values which

include respect for our elders, an understanding of the interconnectedness of all
people, and a communal approach to life. So it isn't about individualism, it's about

our community and our families. Traditional values are the guiding principles of our
day-to-day work." One way this translates to practice is seen in the organization's
family leave policy. Unlike many organizations and corporations, Organization

C

allows staff to take family leave for non-immediate family. The Director notes that
family in the Native community is not confined to married partners and children;
therefore, it is important for the internal organization to reflect the community's
cultural values in their personnel policies. In fact, the Executive Director remarks,
"the direction of the organization is really driven by the community, what their
needs are, and what the community voices are telling us need to happen. So we

really we listen to the women and families that we're working with and the larger
community tells us." Organization C's structure clearly illustrates the bottom-up
model described by Pardo (1995) in the organizational model review. Similarto the
residents of Monteray Park, Organization

C

has adopted a model that is based on
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community-identified needs. This model is effective in that it empowers the
community to name, shape, and carry out social change. This focus on
empowerment and bottom-up modeling places them in Stage 3 of the IFCBAD,
especially as applied to Quadrants 3 and 4.
However, this model can be difficult for an organization attempting to reach

out to a community they do not directly serve. For instance, Organization E has
made great strides to connect with more age and culturally diverse communities.
Because the topic of reproductive health can be controversial or taboo in some

communities, this organization recognizes that it can be precarious when reaching
out to groups that have not had the same history of and cultural perspective on

barriers to reproductive health care. The Executive Director of this organization
ruminates that historically reproductive health organizations have not been
successful at including cultural communities in the abortion rights movement
because their outreach methods have not been culturally informed. She suggests a

better way is to empower those communities to advocate for reproductive health
care in a way that meets their community's needs. She illustrates this point by

referencing outreach into the Hmong community, "0ur job right now is to build
relationships with young Hmong women and help develop tools and skills through
an internship or project in order to help them do the work for their community,

rather than us doing it for the community." In other words, this organization's
leadership recognizes that inclusion is more about empowering individuals and
communities to advocate for rights in a way that meets their needs rather than
advocating on behalf a community based on culturally biased perspectives. This

BO

same understanding and implementation plan contributed to the success of the

Heyang and Shaanxi project described in the model review. As Xiaoxian [2010J

points out when a community is given the resources to advocate for themselves, the
change is sustainable. This perspective includes attributes from Stage L and Stage 2

in the IFCBAD. The organization has not yet left Stage 1 in this area but is beginning
to move into Stage

2.

Like the Executive Director from Organization E, a majority of the

organizations discuss the ways they empower women to advocate for themselves
rather than advocating on their behalf. However, this is often difficult to balance
when an organization has overlooked difference or avoided having discussion of
how difference impacts their organization. Empowerment to a middle-class, Latina
woman is going to look very different than empowerment to a low-income, lesbian
woman. Therefore, an organization that does not consider difference, will fail to help
an individual develop the tools and skills for culturally appropriate advocacy.

Fortunately, all of the organizations appear to be having conversations with their
staff and constituencies about difference. The intent of these conversations takes on

two roles. The first is to provide a structure for leaders to perform an internal
examination of their personal and organizational bias, privilege, and inclusiveness.
The board president of Organization D explains that in order to build coalitions,

organizations and leaders need to be able to recognize their own barriers as well as
be able to accept criticism of and feedback on the ways in which their organizations

exclude or limit accessibility and inclusion. Referencing the large organization she

works for full-time, she explains:

B1

The CEO of [an] organization whose mission is eliminating racism and

empowering women and girls will talk about women in the l-950s not

working. I keep trying to work with her explain to her that it is a very
exclusionary statement, particularly coming from the head of an organization
where part of our history is that our mothers, our grandmothers, our aunts
were serving her and her family. I think that's the kind of thing that is very
unintentional... but others hear that and recoil. Then they don'twant to be
involved with the organization or their relationships are tenuous because
they're not sure it's going to be a safe place to be involved. All of us have

different issues that we have to keep working on. We're human beings but
we need to figure out how to be able to take criticism and work on our own
issues if we're serious about building coalitions.

In many ways, the failure to recognize one's own personal bias echoes Lorde's
[2005J argument that as a socieff we are programmed to ignore, copy, or destroy

difference (p. 14). It also tends to situate an organization in Stage l- of the IFCBAD
when applied to all four quadrants. This particular organization is beginning to
challenge perspectives such as the one illustrated above and is moving toward Stage
2.

As organizations begin to change institutional patterns and beliefs that

limit

equity and justice, there is danger in not performing an internal examination, which
can result in an organization's abiliry to achieve social change. For instance, a leader

that is unable to recognize and manage his or her own class or cultural bias might
have the tendency to impose the same types of power structures that limit the

B2

empowerment of communities that are disproportionately impacted by oppression
and inequity which would place them in Stage 1 of the IFCBAD. The board president
expands on this idea saying,

"lf a leader has these kind of unresolved issues, it's going to trickle down.
People are going to feel it and you

will

see

it in the organization through the

way they relate with other groups that they're trying to build coalition with.
I've seen that people who continue in this way have a very difficult time

sustaining coalitions with diverse groups of people... because many of us can
feel when someone is uncomfortable or isn't being genuine with how they're

relating to another person."
However, organizations that regularly incorporate conversations about difference

into their daily work, program assessment, or strategic planning have a better
understanding of the ways in which their own power dynamics and bias might
exclude and disenfranchise varying populations of women. Bernice f ohnson
Reagon's (200LJ argument supports this idea noting that constructive disagreement

allows leaders to reevaluate their own systems of oppression and privilege (p.ZZ).
As a result, the individual leaders of the organization are more likely to personally

analyze their role in a larger cultural system that oppresses whole populations of
people.
In addition, these organizations are more likely to have more diverse

populations of people involved with their organizations and less likely to isolate
whole groups. For example, Organization B, who fell into Stage 2 of the IFCBAD,
avoided isolating young women by having a thoughtfut conversation about their

B3

organizational privilege. In 20L1., young women across the country began
organizing rallies called SlutWalks in protest of the blaming of sexual assault victims
based on their appearance. The protests featured a march, workshops, and speakers

on the topic of sexual violence in our society. SlutWalks gained worldwide attention

but not because they empowered young women. Marchers were encouraged to
dress in whatever style they were most comfortable. Many young women chose to
dress provocatively to send a message that sexual violence was not acceptable no

matter how a woman looks. As a statewide coalition of sexual violence providers
and advocates, the media sought Organization B for its thoughts on SlutWalks. The
Executive Director notes that some aspects of the walks created unease among

coalition leaders. Disagreement over certain aspects of the SlutWalk organizers'
approach made it difficult for Organization B to comment but compelled them to

think about their organizational privilege, a practice that suggests they are moving
toward stage 3 of the IFCBAD, particularly in Quadrants L,2, and 4:
We frequently have conversations about emerging aspects of [sexual

violence prevention] work. SlutWalk was one where it's like, "Wow, what do
we think about it?" As we sat down and processed what we like about what's

happening and what we're uncomfortable with, we ended up focusing on
privilege in a couple of ways. One is the people who are participating in this
are not people who are being trapped in the system of prostitution, so this
feels like it's being done at the expense of people who are used many times a
day for somebody else's sexual power over them. As we parsed our way

through this conversation, privilege came up. We talked about wanting to

B4

talk with the people who are organizing the Slut Walk but we also realized
that we were sounding like mothers. "You guys are acting irresponsibly. Have
you thought about this? Why aren't you coming to us?" This is clearly

movementthat's got

a

a

lot of passion behind it and a lot of support under it...

For us to come with the privilege of the history of doing this work and being
the name in the state who does it and in essence wanting to say to them what
the hell do you think you're doing, is really inappropriate for us to do...
Having this conversation as an organization allowed leaders to step back and see the

way in which their privilege and bias might exclude a large group of emerging
leaders in sexual violence advocacy. In many ways as a leader from Organization F
explained, it's about reframing our definitions, concepts, and perspectives of

oppression and privilege as well as broadening our ideas of best practices and
strategies for creating. In the SlutWalk example, internal examination certainly
made room for age differences but also embraced organizational difference [i.e.

formal, professional organization and informal, grassroots movement).
Section 2: Shared Challenges
While all of the organizations demonstrated great achievements in building
coalitions across difference, they also face tough challenges. Al[ groups noted the
shared challenge of fostering coalitions that are truly inclusive of difference and do

not merely represent certain populations. The ability to recognize this challenge
falls in to Stage 2 of the IFCBAD. All of the leaders interviewed exhibit a keen
understanding of the nuances between representation and inclusion. However, they
all express frustration that their attempts at inclusion often result in creating token
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representatives out of non-White, non-Western, middle-class women. The Executive
Director of Organization D explains:
The problem in nonprofits is that we work so hard at being inclusive that

subtle problems arise around tokenizing certain people. Are you approaching
somebody that really otherwise would not be qualified or not interested? Are

you only asking them because you want to have a Native American woman
on the board? I really try hard to not recruit, invite, or connect with people

for only the reason that she is a woman of color. But if you don't have
conscious affirmative action plan, if you're not always looking for women of

color and going the extra mile then it would be pretty easy to never have a
woman of color on the board. So it's a balance that's sometimes awkward...
It's a daily struggle because of the tension around how you go about it, how
you reach out...
The challenge of recruiting diverse individuals to serve on nonprofit boards in

particular is common enough that almost all thirteen leaders mentioned it in their
interviews. While this practice seemingly brings diversity to boards, if individuals
are recruited solely based on their race, age, disability, sexuality, etc. it does very

little to support healthy coalitions that are informed by

a

multitude of experiences

and perspectives. This occurs because the intention is not genuine but simply to
"check off another box." Once that person is recruited to the organization, they are

often expected to conform to the values and practices that are already in place
instead of using their knowledge to shape the organization. As Burrington [1992]
notes in the literature review, this practice subdues difference from informing the
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organization and isolates women who are not part of the dominant group (p. 336J.
Speaking about the organization she used to work with, one leader from

Organization D said that the "organization's attempts at diversity were kind of like
the Festival of Nations,z where you get a little shallow smattering [of diversity]. The
leader doesn't want to know too much about your experience because they don't
plan to do anything about it... It's very superficial." Unfortunately, these types of
disingenuous experiences create tension and mistrust between organizations and
individuals, making coalition building across difference difficult and tenuous,
effectively confining many organizations to Stage 2 in achieving an ideal feminist
coalition.
This particular challenge highlights a misunderstanding between the various
uses and understandings of difference and diversity that was outlined in the

Introduction. Bhabha [2006J explains that difference is the space in which cultures
"differentiate, discriminate, and authorize the production of fields of force,
reference, applicability, and capacit5/" [p. 155J. Difference is the space in which

privilege and oppression exists between individual people. It is within this space

that people value or devalue the experience or worldview of others often based on
categorical diversity markers (i.e. race, class, age, etcJ. Because of difference's

complexity and intangible nature, it is often easier for leaders to rely on diversify,

which can be measured. However,

as the

leader from Organization D noted above

The speaker is referring to a local event in the city where she resides. The event
features performances, food, and retail items from a vast array of cultures and
eLhnicities.
2

a
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heavy focus on diversity results in a superficial, disingenuous value of multiple
perspectives and backgrounds.
As noted in Section One, all of the organizations in this study are having

conversations about how difference impacts their organization. The benefit of these
conversations is it has also led to dialogues about what inclusion means and how
leaders can change their strategies and actions to avoid tokenizing and isolating
people. Explaining that "lnclusiveness comes from how you allow that person to

participate... that their purpose is not just to sit there and be a name but to truly
make a difference and guide and shape the process," the Executive Director of
Organization A distingulshes the subtle nuance befiveen representation and

inclusion. But determining how participation looks is a little more difficult for
organizations to define. The Program Director who used the Festival of Nations
concept earlier, identifies one reason why this is a difficult task:

Inclusion means giving away power, letting somebody else have equal voice.
And that's some of the crux of the conflict. Because if you're the leader, you're

the one in charge but inclusion is really about giving up power and
empowering others. You don't empower others without giving up your role
and that's a hard thing to do. But if you don't, they're just representatives,

just sort of marking another space, again the festival of nations. Everyone's
got a booth but how meaningful is that connection? [f everyone's got a booth,
everyone can stay in his or her booth. But it doesn't mean we're working

together in a meaningful, collective fashion. It's going to be hard because
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there's going to be disagreement and not everybody's going to see eye to eye,
but it should be about commitment to the end goal.
Inclusion often means allowing more than one person to make decisions or drive the

direction of the organization.Yet, when diverse perspectives are not respected,
honored, or allowed full participation, the coalition's vision becomes homogenous
and coalition building ceases to be authentic and effective.

Unfortunately, letting go of power can be difficult when feminist
organizations operate in a larger structure of hierarchical nonproflts, foundations,
and institutions that set best practices, standards, and expectations. Many feminist

organizations have found ways to flatten hierarchy in their own organizations by
creating environments that do encourage inclusion. The Board President of
Organization D explains:
We've been forced into this model that was created primarily by White males

but what I think is interesting is that groups have created new models with
shared roles of staff and interns by allowing input on policies and practices.
You're always going to need somebody who coordinates a project. You're
always going to need somebody to push things along but that doesn't
necessarily mean that they have to be the ones who hold the power... So

while it may look like there's

a

traditional structure, there's been this

foundation of everyone coming up with [ideas] together.
By purposefully creating organizational models that create opportunities for

leadership, these organizations foster environments that encourage shared power
and voice in a way that is not possible in traditionally structured organizations.
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Furthermore, when the individuals driving feminist activism or social justice are
given shared power and equal voice they can effectively advocate for the
communities in which they live. One leader from Organization F explains,
"[Leadership] should be voice-based. It's participatory, it's empowering, it's
changing. And it is not just our staff, our board, or ourselves but also the individual

participants in our direct service programs. They participate in focus groups and are
empowered." When the participants in organizational programs are given access to
power, they are better able to carry out the organization's mission and begin
changing institutional barriers and attitudes that disenfranchise populations of
people. Such deliberate choices on the part of the organization to work within a
hegemonic system to provide empowerment laterally across the organization

positions them in Stage 3 of the IFCBAD model.
However, many of the interviewees expressed frustration that the larger

nonprofit and foundation structure creates pressure to be more diverse which often
leads to less inclusive organizations. This frustration supports Acker's [1995J

argument from the literature review that collective models are devalued by the
dominant culture; therefore, it is extremely challenging to be effective without
adopting many of their values [p. 42J. This pressure derives from nonprofit best
practices that are set by foundations and government institutions requiring

nonprofits to fulfill guidelines in order to access funding and resources. One
Director explains that her organization was turned down for a grant because the
foundation did not think their board of directors was diverse enough. Another
leader notes that one particular foundation requires organizations to complete a
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diversity survey which not only puts leaders in the position of profiling their
volunteers, board members, and staff but also has the potential to "out" individuals

identifying a LGBTQI or those with mental illness. These Wpes of nonprofit and
foundation standards are in direct opposition to the values that feminist
organizations uphold in that they fail to recognize the fluidity of identity and create
situations in which an individual has to choose an identity. However, as feminist
organizations attempt to stay relevant and viable it is necessary for them to uphold
many of these standards that make it difficult to balance representation and

inclusion.
Despite the shared achievements and challenges the organizations in this
study, each of them have cultures and practices that position them on different
levels of difference competency. When measured based on the criteria outlined in

the IFCBAD and the average of their placement in all four quadrants, three of the
organizations fall in Stage 2 and three fatl in Stage 3. The ideal reveals that there are
organizational structures, values, and practices as well as leadership styles that
make certain organizations more vulnerable to perspectives, power structures, and
practices that isolate difference in coalition building.

Section 3: Feminist Organizational Difference Competency
As previously mentioned, the IFCBAD is used to assess each organization
based on each leaders' practices and perspectives in four quadrants: physiological

difference, cultural difference, structural difference, and worldview. The positioning
of the organizations on the IFCBAD based on their shared achievements and

chatlenges does not result in their final placement on the FODCM. The final
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placement on the FODCM is determined by an average of their total placements in
each quadrant and level of the model. This section maps the organizations on the
FODCM based on each organization's assessed status based on the IFCBAD.

Furthermore, this section illuminates many of the reasons why each organization
was positioned in a particular stage.

Organizations B, D, and E adhere to organization leadership models that rely
on traditional and hierarchical decision-making processes. While each has flattened

out the hierarchy in order to allow more voices to inform direction, one or a small
group of leaders that make decisions typically advances the vision of these
organizations. These groups are good representations of the blended models that
were described in the model review. Ultimately, these organizations are leadership
driven and not driven by the people they serve. The groups in this study that have
adopted this type of model not only fall into Stage 2 in Quadrants 3 and 4 on the
FODCM but also averaged a final score

that places them in Stage 2 of Feminist

Organization Difference Competence.3 According to the IFCBAD in Stage 2,
organizations are beginning to move toward deconstructing hegemonic structures
and practices but have not implemented practices that are informed by difference or

restructured decision-making in a way that relies on multiple voices. In other words,
these organizations demonstrate an understanding of the value difference brings to
an organization but have not yet developed leadership strategies that make room

for different individually articulated perspectives. If these organizations were to

While Organization B, placed in Stage l- for Quadrants L and 2,the average of the
levels and stages from all four quadrants brought them into Stage 2 for their final
placement on the FODCM.
3
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make structural changes based on the multiplicity of oppression to their decision

making process, it is likely they would move into Stage 3.
Among the common characteristics that make these organizations more

vulnerable to overlooking difference, is the strong influence and guiding
perspectives of one or a small group of individuals. This is often the result of a

hierarchical structure that draws leadership from a homogenous group of
individuals. Barnett [1995J notes in the literature review that this structure is

limiting in that it promotes women who already have

access to

power (p. 39).As

a

result, the organization becomes a closed network that does not include multiple
perspectives in the decision making process. While each group makes attempts at
consensus decision-making, they all note that ultimately the Executive Director or a

handful of board members makes the decisions. Many leaders expressed frustration

with this structure, recognizing that it made their organizations more homogenous
and less informed by diverse perspectives and values. Interviewees agreed that

leadership driven organizations are susceptible to one person's personal bias,

cultural competency, or ignorance of communities unlike their own. Explaining that
reliance on one leader to direct the organization is not conducive to inclusivity, one
interviewee states, "lt really shapes how that organization is going to move forward.
That person is so key because they're the figurehead, they're out in the communiry
and if they can't play nice with others or will only work with the same five people

that organization is not going to get very far."
The long-term consequences of one leader making decisions can be
devastating to an organization. The Executive Director of Organization D
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acknowledges the negative effects of this structure saying, "Most of the time I can

just ignore people like board members who have a different slant on things. Being
the one in charge of the day-to-day operations gives you an enormous amount of
power and control." When decision-making is controlled by one particular leader

it

can lead to individual voices being ignored, not allowing the organization to be

inclusive. In fact, the same Director admits that she does not always make room for
conflict over difference explaining, "This is my personal directive but I like to focus
on getting things done, changing the world. I'm afraid that focusing on difference
can lead to personal therapy sessions for people who are angry, and I don't feel

adequate to address their problems." This director's experience illustrates a leader

valuing collective identity over collective action, which makes organizations
vulnerable to isolating difference. While the director understands the need for
difference, it is still seen as a barrier in this organization's leadership, which would
place them via this one characteristic in Stage L on the IFCBAD, especially in
Quadrants l- and 2. This example supports Burrington's case (1992) thatwhen a
leader values unify over difference they ultimately isolate whole groups of people

[pp. 336-3 37). Unfortunately, as this particular Director notes later in the interview,
the consequence of an organization in which leaders do not make space for
difference, leads to mistrust of that organization ultimately resulting in the failure of
coalition building.
There are many consequences that appear to be symptomatic of the issues
discussed above. One of these consequences emerges in ways organization and
leaders communicate with the larger community. Organizations B, D, and E, placed
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overall in Stage 2 on the FODCM, expressed strugglingwith communicating an
inclusive message to the larger community. As a result of overlooking dissenting
voices, messaging and programming does not reach diverse populations.

Furthermore, in most cases the messaging is targeted at a homogenous population
of women. One leader explains that she has spoken to a number of refugee and

immigrant groups that don't feel like they're part of the feminist or women's
movement. Because they see her organization as an extension of the women's
movement they do not feel that the organization can address their needs. This
organization in particular works from a platform developed by Western women's
rights activists in the 1970s. For a refugee or immigrant woman who has come to
the U.S. in the last twenty years, women's rights in the West may not fit in her

worldview. Verna

St. Denis

(2007) complements this finding, in her discussion of

some Western feminists' assumption that equality is a universal want or need [p.
19J. This value excludes many women

who do not see this as a need in their cultural

community. While many of the issues addressed by this organization are relevant to

immigrant and refugee women, the organization's failure to address these
differences prevents them from communicating these issues in a way that highlights

the concerns of women new to the United States.
Another leader believes that exclusive messaging is the result of low cultural
competency and limited contact with the population an organization is attempting

to serve. She points to an example from her coalition:
During the legislative session, there was a conversation among coalition
leaders and lobbyists about reimbursement rates for abortion. None of the
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other lobbyists knew how much a first trimester abortion in Minnesota costs,
even at their own facilities. When they found out how much it costs, one of

them commented that four hundred dollars was not that much money.

I

thought, you're helping inform decisions at the Capitol and there's no
connection for you between four hundred dollars and

a

woman trying to

make ends meet.

Unfortunately, the individual in this example lacked understanding of the
experience of low-income women. As noted before, the personal bias and cultural
competency of an individual leader trickles down in organizations and results in
messages that may not appeal to all populations. The implications of organizational

messaging that only target a particular type of woman is that women of different

identities do not

see

their experiences and concerns addressed. As a consequence,

many women are more likely to align themselves with social justice organizations

that do address their needs but do not operate from a feminist philosophy that
encompasses a comprehensive [ens, which addresses all systems of inequity and

oppression.

Another consequence of feminist hierarchical models is that they are more

likely to hold on to historical practices and perspectives, which make it difficult to
implement new thought around difference. This was noted in the lntroduction
through a discussion of Arnold's [1995J analysis of Western feminists'reluctance to
let go of historical modes of operating and thinking. In this analysis, she notes that
many organizations' historical traditions are based on hegemonic values that
exclude diverse women. In other words, many of the operating principles of
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Western feminist organizations have historically excluded the practices and
perspectives of women outside of the dominant culture. While there is much value
and insight to be gained from past social movements and historical ways of
organizing, two of the leaders interviewed note that because many feminist

organizations have a history of excluding marginalized people, holding on to
historical ways of operating and understanding allows oppression and injustice to
persist. The president of one organization explains:
My organization has a long history but is sometimes not comfortable

questioning some of that history. There are many positives to the waywe
approach things and the value we place on our history... but sometimes
people are not comfortable asking why we don't get a response [from certain

communities], why people say yes and then walk away. Asking those
questions is a hard thing to do, particularly when you're a group that went

through a lot to get established and continues to fight so hard for issues that
affect women.
Most leaders in this study expressed that questioning oppression within the

feminist movement is an uncomfortable task. The leader above notes that it is easy
to avoid confronting this history by avoiding conversations of why certain
populations of women are not active in the organization. This evidence supports
Barbara Smith's [1995J similar findings that if a leader believes women of color are

not interested in feminism, it removes their responsibility to reach out, Iisten, and
change.
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However, being unable to ask these tough questions and let go of historically

exclusionary practices that have historically benefited more privileged populations,
results in coalitions that continue to perpetuate inequitable power structures. Of the
three organizations positioned in Stage 2 of the FODCM, all were founded in the late
1970s and early 1980s and have been working on feminist advocacy ever since.

Ideally, feminist organizations and coalitions would be founded on standpoints of

individually articulated perspectives. Organizations founded during social
movements that historically excluded the voices and leadership of marginalized

communities appear to be more vulnerable to falling into practices and patterns
such as defining woman homogenously, maintaining hierarchical leadership

structures, and struggling to see the intersection of oppression-all which prevents
difference from informing the organization's direction. Furthermore, these
organizations tend to confuse difference with diversity. While the organization may
be diverse-with women from communities of color, varying ages, different sexual

identities, etc.,

-difference,

or the disparities that privilege or oppress individuals

within different contexts, is not acknowledged or explored. One Executive Director
shares a story in which not making space for conversations of difference may have

contributed to the resignation of a staff person and

a decrease

in morale for another.

During a meeting of coalition partners, somebody made a racially insensitive
comment. The Executive Director made a point at the meeting to explain that the

comment was not sensitive and not a stereotype that should be perpetuated. Upon

returning to the office, she found that two of the organization's staff-both women
of

color-were upset about the comment and wanted to have a discussion of the
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situation at the following staff meeting. With other things on the agenda, the
Executive Director chose not to address the issue at the meeting. Reflecting on this

situation, she notes that the situation could have been handled differently by
creating a learning opportunity for the organization through the exploration of
privilege within the organization. This also would have provided all of those
involved an opportunity for empowerment by sharing experiences in which they felt
disenfranchised. Unfortunately, unresolved situations like the one illustrated above
create distrust between organizations and individual. One interviewee notes, "This
is where I think the theory of trickle down actually works. If a leader for

organization] has these kinds of unresolved issues it's going to trickle down... You're
going to see it in the organizatlon and the way they relate with other groups that

they're trying to build coalition with. People who continue to have these unresolved
issues have a very difficult time sustaining collations with diverse groups of people."

This example would fall into Stage 1 of the IFCBAD, particularly in Quadrants 2 and
4, because the Director acknowledged the problem and listened to the concerned

employees but did not attempt to use the situation as an opportunify to inform and

transform the organization.
These cumulative consequences result in organizations that while

recognizing the importance of inclusivity and shared power, struggle to implement
inclusive practices into the leadership driven structure of their organizations. The
Executive Director of Organization B, which works to prevent sexual violence,
discussed at length the absence of women of color in her organization, even though
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they are disproportionately affected by sexual violence. However, she explains that
implementing programming to empower them has not been easy:
['ve talked with some of the women in our work about creating an

opportunity for women of color to come together as a group of allies to
engage [our organization] in a discussion about inclusion. It's not led by us

but we create the opportunity for leadership development and create a space

that makes the voices welcome and heard. I don't know quite how to do that.
And the women I've talked with say they'd be willing to engage with that

work if we can figure out a way to do it where everybody's not feeling bad
that they haven't been inclusive enough.
The barriers that seem to keep these organizations from advancing on the FODCM
are two-fold. First, as illustrated by the Executive Director above, there is much

anxiety over experiencing tension and discomfort that can arise from having honest
conversations about difference. This issue may be symptomatic of the second point,

which is that for many feminists difference dismantles the concept of a universal
"woman" which is addressed at length in the literature review by numerous
theorists. If difference has the potential to be uncomfortable and challenge historical
ways of building coalition, this sense of unity cannot exist without some

disharmony. However, when feminist organizations support a mythical norm of
"woman" in order to create a sense of unity, it obscures the fact that the
organizational structures and practices are inherently exclusive. Furthermore,
makes it nearly impossible to create coalitions that are not designed based on
hegemonic notions. Organizations such as those falling into Stage 2 are more

it
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vulnerable because they have taken power from organizational structures that rely
on the mythical norm and are reluctant to abandon those structures, which

ultimately leads to coalition failure because it erases difference.
The organizations in Stage 3 on the FODCM, A,

C,

and F, do not seem to have

the same attachments to practices and structures that are vulnerable to coalition
failure. Organizations that have reached Stage 3 have begun to develop practices
and structures that rely on standpoints of individually articulated perspectives. One
reason for this is that the leadership structure is less hierarchical and bureaucratic
and instead includes all staff and coalition partners in decision making and shaping

the organization's goals and vision. These organizations closely resemble bottom-up
models and anti-oppression models in which constituents drive the direction of the

organization. Many leaders from these organizations expressed the view that there
was shared leadership in their organization. While all individuals and/or coalition
members have clear roles, each is given equity in leadership and voice. One of the

Directors from Organization

C

illustrates the power structure of her organization:

We have a shared leadership model. We spent the first six months [of

development] forming a strong foundation for a coalition. We felt that that
was really important first to build the relationship, second to build trust, and

third to create a working model,

a

structure in such

equal-l don't want to use the word power

a way

that there is

because it's really not a dynamic

of our coalition-but it's equal voice and equal participation. Regardless of
the size of the organization, we are a[[ at the table as equal and we all have
added value.

1.01

In this particular coalition, all voices have the same merit as those with hierarchical

job titles, which would place them in Stage 3 of the IFCBAD, especiallywhen applied
to Quadrant 3. This model closely follows the five phases Guberman, et al. [2007)

identify in bottom-up models. As the leader notes, the organization leaders spent
time developing relationships, questioning who should be at the table, utilizing each
other's knowledge in development, empowering each other, and taking developing
collective leadership (Guberman, et a1.,2007, p.70).While the coalition is

traditionally structured-an advisory board, lead agency, staf{, volunteers-they
have developed a model in which volunteer voices have as much power as the

advisory board. Opportunities are given for all voices to be heard and leadership is
developed in all participating members.

Furthermore, many of the organizations prefer decisions to be made by
consensus if possible. This is perhaps one of the major differences between the

organizations in Stage 2 and Stage 3. The organizations in Stage 2 note while they

would like to use consensus in their organizations it is too time consuming, which
they believe takes away from the core work of their organizations. However, in
organizations that are dominated by one perspective or set of values democratic

voting does not give voice to those in the minority. Consensus may be time
consuming but it is the most reliable way to ensure the inclusion of multiple
perspectives and voice as explained by one the Executive Director of an organization

serving Native populations

:

You need to be willing to take the time it takes to have a successful coalition

and that's really for me the biggest challenge... coming to a consensus. The

L02
Native way is based in circle-talk and consensus. We're not a voting group of
people. So if it takes two hours to talk about this, and we still don't come to a
consensus, everybody's OK with that. We'Il just pick it up next time and then

we'll talk about it some more and if we come to

a consensus, great. The

only

time voting comes to play is when there's something that needs to be
approved... But we make sure that everybody has a voice, everybody's
opinions are expressed, respected, and taken into consideration... People
have to have the patience to have a truly successful coalition...

AII five leaders interviewed from the organizations in Stage 3 note that time and
patience were necessary leadership traits to ensure all people are given the same

opportunify to share their perspective.
When multiple perspectives are allowed to inform the process, programs and

direction are shaped by difference because it creates

a

more comprehensive base for

knowledge, experience, and standpoint. An organizational structure that includes
more than one or a small group of leaders in the decision-making process creates an

organization where the direction and vision is informed by the larger community
they are advocating on behalf of or serving. One of the coalition partners in
Organization F makes certain that her organization accurately represents the people
they serve by having the staff and leadership mirror the population they serve.
Serving Latina/o immigrants and refugees, this organization has a representation of
people from all Latin countries in order to have a comprehensive understanding of

the needs and perspectives of their community. Similarly, Organization

C

strategically plans their work based on what community voices tell them. Serving
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Native women and girls, this organization works from a base informed by

traditional Native values. Furthermore, the organization frequently hosts
community forums to gather input from the community in which they work. As a
result, the community becomes invested in the organization and is more likely to get
involved in changing systemic barriers to justice and equity. Again, this supports
Pardo's [1995J argument that an effective coalition is driven by community-

identified needs and values. This example fits into Stage 3 of Quadrant 4 as
evaluated with the IFCBAD because the organization has been informed and shaped
by the lived experience of the people they serve.
Organizations that actively seek out community input begin to level out
systems of power that are historically exclusionary and oppressive by making space

for difference through the empowerment of people with less access to leadership.
One interviewee notes that her coalition has been successful working across seven

different ethnic identities because they seek to empower not just serve the
community:
[What] sets us apart from other coalitions is how we empower our
community. We do that so well because we really walked the talk in the sense
that we want to create space for empowerment. Empowerment isn't limited
to just ourselves but it starts with our community. So when we conduct focus
groups it is very empowering to be able to discuss these issues because

they're never discussed in families, they're never discussed in the community
because it's taboo. To have a public space where you feel safe to discuss

[these issues], that is very empowering. Then it's very empowering when
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you're invited to report back-- this is what we've gathered, this is what we're

reporting back to you, is what we heard correct.
The listening sessions and community forums hosted by these groups provide a safe
space for differences to be visible, recognized, and discussed. In addition, the
sessions create leadership opportunities for underrepresented populations in which

they can inform the type of social change organizations attempt to create. As

a

result, coalitions function better because they not only have been more inclusive but
also have based their decisions on multiple standpoints instead of the majority

perspective. In the long-term, organizations with models such as this are in a better
position to deconstruct systems of oppression because they challenge oppression

within their own organizations. This can occur within these models because they
are structured to "envision a world that is characterized by freedom from all

structures of domination and privilege" by valuing all perspectives and experiences
[Barnoff & Moffat, 2007 , p.57).
In order for organizations to support a model based on consensus and

community, organizational structures need to be open to change and new ideas.
This flexibility allows for the development of new practices as the community and
members shape the organization. Unlike the organizations in Stage 2, groups in
Stage 3 are more willing to let go of or are more likely to have never adopted

historical structures that can be exclusive. Many of the leaders pointed to how
organizations define feminism or feminist activism as limiting and harmful to
coalition building. For example, one leader notes that Western feminism as a
concept to many cultural groups is seen as oppositional or not relevant to the work
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that they do. She explains that these organizations do not always feel welcome for

individuals hesitant to call themselves

a

feminist:

One organization that comes to mind uses a strong feminist approach, which

works for a lot of people but can be also dividing. In a lot of ways they were
very strong but not to the point that people wanted to be a part of the good

work they were doing. I see this other agency doing it much more
successfully because it feels open and more inclusive to all within the same
arena. It really felt like there was a place where anybody could fit in even

though the overall premise was to strenglhen women and their missions,

their hopes, and their opportunities... Having said that, I also think that there
is room for those groups that are advocating on behalf of [a feminist] vision

[to grow]... If you want to have a broader social justice, systems change
approach, I think that you have to have room for anybody within that realm

who wants to step on board...

ln other words, feminism that is based on a homogeneous perspective will not
successfully work with organizations and individuals who do not see their identities

reflected in that vision. As noted by many theorists in the literature review, the
adoption of the "universal woman" definition, is limiting in that it does not recognize
that patriarchy is more than sexism but it is also racism, classism, ableism,
heterosexism, and much more. While operating from a feminist perspective, the
groups in Stage 3 try to encompass a broad range of social justice philosophies in

their work, allowing them to engage

a

broader community.
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Highlighting social justice rather than feminism and relying on community
informed structures, has allowed these organizations to be more successful in

appealingto diverse populations of women and men. This is partlydue to the
inclusive manner in which they present themselves to the greater community. While
focused on women or led by women, their organizations create and send messages

that they work across gender and cultural lines. This is key because for many
women it is important that the entire community participate in organizational
activities. This concept is reflected by many of the theories in the literature and
model review including Xiaoxian [201-0), Pardo [1995J, Menon [2007J, Castillo
[2002J, Kampwirth [2004),and Monasterios (2007). One leader explains that she
was reluctant to join a coalition working to empower women because women in her

community fear they will be seen as disrespectful to men. However, she explains
that the thoughtful way in which the coalition promotes and explains itself to the
public made her feel safe in joining and taking leadership in the coalition:
From the beginning it was a struggle, even among us as women, in our

organization to agree on gender as an issue. Some of us have different ideas
or beliefs on this issue. Personally, I felt the inequality. I didn't like the fact

that powerful men were exploitingyoungwomen... So I wanted to push the
whole gender issue and talk about inequality and women's rights. There
were other women in the organization who didn't feel that way and I can't
blame them. It has to do with their own mindset, how they have been

indoctrinated, how their own perception and sometimes fear of ridicule and
rejection from society as being seen as disrespectful. When I say the word
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feminist it just trickles something in our community, in many immigrant
communities. How to manage our communication in a way that is not
offensive to the community is somethingwe struggled with... How do we get

that message across when you don't even have support from the women,
some of who are victims? I had one woman tell me, "Oh, w€ can'tbe talking

about men like that." Yet, we can partner with the males in our community,
the leaders, to bring them on board to address this issue and not drive them
away.

Similarly, the Executive Director from Organization

C

notes that it is necessary for

organizations workingto improve the status of women and girls to workwith all
cultures and genders. While her organization works primarily with Native women
and girls, she seeks out opportunities to partner with non-Native groups and groups

working with Native men and boys in order to engage them in societal change.
The organizations in Stage 3 have recognized that in order to achieve their
goals it is necessary to work in coalitions with organizations unlike their own, even

organizations that may still operate from a patriarchal, colonialist system. The
leaders note that it is necessary to collaborate with organizations do not share a

similar philosophy in order to have

a

widespread impact. This supports

Monasterios' (2007J findings in her study of Bolivian women that was outlined in
the model review. Furthermore, this places these organizations in Stage 3 of
Quadrants 2 and 4 as evaluated by the IFCBAD because they are demonstrating the
need for inclusivity and intersectionalify in their organizations. By partnering with
an unlikely group, the women in this study were able to incorporate a gender lens

t0B
into their partner's work. Through coalition, feminist-based and/or feminist-led
organizations are able to create just and equitable communities for the people they
serve by reaching individuals that may not otherwise come into contact with their
groups.

Finally, these organizations have reached Stage 3 because their foundation is
rooted in alleviating the systems of power that result in oppression and injustice for

multiple populations. While organizations B, D, and

E are also addressing a system

of power that has denied women justice and equity, they have not yet incorporated
a broad, comprehensive perspective that includes the intersections of race, class,

ability, age, sexual identity, worldview, etc., instead focusing predominantly on
gender. However, when an organization focuses on difference they see common
issues around which they can collectively organize. This point is illustrated through

the ruminations of the following coalition leader:
It's getting on the same page of what things mean. For instance, what does
gender equity mean? For me, it may mean that the Latino ladies are not
complacent about domestic violence and that the men listen to them. But
maybe in Liberia it's about the government, the lack of law. They have no

support for women in Liberia. Maybe in America it's a little bit easier. So
when you talk about gender equity, where do you put the stress? There are
so many differences in our organizations of what that means, so through

talking about it we come to an understanding of where we are at or what
we're going to do.
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Made up of seven organizations serving immigrants and refugees from very

different countries, Organization

F has used

difference to strengthen the work they

do by fully exploring the dynamics of power that exist within society. This supports

Mohanty's (2005) conclusions that difference allows feminist leaders to create
effective strategies that directly address the values of all women; therefore; creating
result driven, effective work. While all do not share the same values or perspectives,
they have been able to unite around a common goal, which is to create a community
in which women are empowered. In other words, organizations A, C, and F use
difference as a means to create positive social change instead of divide their
organizations. While these organizations did not place in Stage 4 on the FODCM, this
one characteristic does fall in Stage 4 of the IFCBAD, particularly in Quadrant 4,
because they view difference as a tool for advancing the mission and goals of their

organization thus transforming the community.

ln sum, the mechanisms they found most effective and which move them
from stage 1 to 2 to 3 include three key elements, which can be found in Stage 3 of
the IFCBAD. The first is an organizational model that empowers all individuals. This
might be accomplished through adopting models similar to the bottom-up or antioppression models discussed in the review. These models encourage shared
leadership that is informed by the individuals the organization serves. Next, the
organizations and its leaders are flexible, allowing their practices to adapt based on
positive and negative feedback from others. Finally, the organizations founded their

work on feminist values, which encompass a philosophical framework of breaking
down inequitable and unjust power systems.
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Section 4: Implications for Future Study
Organizations are microcosms of a larger culture and system. Feminist,

woman-centered, and social change organizations and/or movements must operate
in a larger system that is often not in line with the values and vision they strive to
achieve. In the West, nonprofit and charitable organizations fit a particular

worldview and that cannot be forgotten while studying the challenges they face
when attempting to change inequitable social systems. The worldview of Western

nonprofits and foundations complicates organization work that operates from a
feminist perspective. These complications are illustrated through the thirteen
leaders in this study, representing six coalitions or organizations working in

coalition with others. Many of the leaders note frequently that they would like to
operate in a more egalitarian manner but are bound by governmental and

foundation requirements. In fact, the subject of money and resources limiting the
ways in which they create systems change came up in almost every interview. The

difference between the organizations in Stage 2 and 3 of the Feminist Organizational
Difference Competency Model IFODCMJ is that those falling into Stage 3 understand

that their model and leadership structure does not allow them to encompass a
comprehensive worldview into their organization's foundation, practice, and

guiding principles because of their own socialization into a broader system which
sustains systems of oppression and injustice. They have achieved the higher levels
of feminist ideas-stages 3 and 4 on the ldeal for Feminist Coalition Building Across

Difference. Stage 2 organizations, however, have not yet fully realized their
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confinement within a socialization system that refuses them growth. [The final
placement of each organization is available in Appendix

DJ.

One reason why it is difficult for leaders to abandon this larger system is that

for their organizations and/or coalitions to be deemed legitimate or respected, they
must adhere to structures and a set of "best practices" that are defined by the
culture in which they operate. Often times this restricts the amount of real systemic
change that feminist leadership can achieve. In the case of building coalition across

difference, this larger structure limits the exploration of difference as a means to

eliminating oppression and justice. For instance, many of the leaders in this study
demonstrate a deep understanding that oppression is intersectional and that one's
categorical identity does not define their experience or self-identify. However, as
one leader points out, foundation requirements to measure diversity in

organizational leadership places pressure on nonprofits to recruit board members
and new coalition partners based on perceived identity. In fact, one participant

noted that her refusal to complete a diversity survey resulted in the denial of a grant

from one foundation. In other words, as Eisenstein U.995J, Acker [1995), and
Burrington [L992) in the literature review articulated, they are bound by
bureaucratic and hegemonic perspectives that prevent them from deploying
difference as a means for making change.
While well intended, measuring diversity does not ensure the inclusion of

multiple voices in leadership and decision-making. In an effort to encourage
nonprofits [o be more inclusive, measurements of diversity appear disingenuous
and create distrust between potential coalition partners. Furthermore, these efforts

L12
confuse diversity with difference. Whereas diversity can be measured by surveys,

difference is the way in which a culture constructs systems of identification. Based
on the definitions of difference that have been offered throughout this research,

cultural theorist Homi Bhabha [2006J identifies that difference is the space in which
society privileges certain groups and oppresses others. Difference is not a static,

tangible, or measurable concept, but is fluid and changes based on context, situation,
and individual experience. Therefore, difference cannot be measured in a survey.
Yet, when feminist leaders operate in a culture where they are required to measure

diversity instead of considering and embracing difference, they are unable to
separate themselves from a system in which leaders must identiff, profile, and name

what separates us. This results in the creation of "other" and tokenization as
opposed to truly engaging difference and a holistic worldview. Bhaba [19BBJ
suggests that difference "makes it possible to begin envisaging national, anti-

nationalist, histories of the'people'... elud[ing] the politics of polarily and emerge as
the others of our selves" (p. 157). tf difference, as Bhaba states, is the key to creating
self-actualized people who create effective coalitions with people unlike themselves,

then it is crucial for organizations with

a

vision of eliminating oppression to

integrate difference into their organizations and to negate diversity as a guiding
principle. Organizations that shape processes from Stage 3 of the IFCBAD over
processes from Stage l- or 2 are moving toward deploying a comprehensive

worldview in organizational foundation, practice, and guiding principles, which
allows them to fully integrate difference into their organizations by building from
the inside out.
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As a result of a dominant worldview, which has potential to privilege

patriarchal and capitalist models, coalitions are sometimes forced to operate in

a

way that is not collaborative and often times competitive. Many theorists point to
the non-profit industrial complex INPICJ as a reason why social movements like
feminism struggle to achieve social systems change. NPIC is defined as "a set of
symbiotic relationships that link political and financial technologies of state and
owning class control with surveillance over public political ideology, including and
especially emergent progressive and leftist social movements" flNCITEt,2007, p. B).

Feminist theorist Andrea Smith explains that the non-profit industrial complex
prevents organizations in similar social movements from working in coalition
because they are made to work in opposition with each other, competing for

funding, resources, and visibility INCITE!, 2007,p.11,J. As a result, organizations
and social movements weigh and measure diversity rather than collaborate across
difference. Those organizations that appear more diverse are perceived more

legitimate than those that are less diverse. In this sense, coalition buitding can be
tenuous from the very beginning. Consequently, when organizations that have been

historically oppressed are made to compete with organizations that have enjoyed
privilege, whether social or economic, coalition building across difference becomes
much more complicated.
The restrictions and limitations of non-profit cultural systems is part of a

larger worldview that curtails feminist coalition building across differences. There
are many barriers but the current framework is a major one because it includes

questioning one's own worldview and way of operating. The organizations included

LL4
in this study represent Western organizational models that are historically
patriarchal, capitalist, hierarchical, and colonialist. Some organizations in this study
have been more successful balancing non-Western values and leadership styles

within this system. One unique finding is that the organizations in Stage 3 of the
FODCM are led by and serve Native, immigrant, and refugee women. In addition, the

Stage 2 organization that scored higher levels throughout this stage is ted by a self-

identified lesbian. The leaders from these organizations discussed at length the
challenge of balancing two cultures, or having to "walk in two worlds," in their

personal and professional lives. This idea was reflected in the literature review by
Cole and Luna [2010J who found thatwomen who identifywith multiple identities

are often in a better position to lead coalition building because of their
comprehensive and often personal understanding of intersectionality and
difference. This is not to say that women who know only a mainstream homogenous

worldview are unable to effectively build coalitions across difference; rather, it is to
point out that women balancing multiple worldviews have more experience looking
at difference and leadership from various standpoints.
Yet, it is important to recognize the variation between identity politics and

difference as they contribute to coalition building. Identity politics allows
individuals to organize around shared experience, oppression, and/or

injustice-

keeping the cause primary but bringing intersectionality to the issue. By collectively

drawing attention to shared oppression, groups of oppressed individuals are able to
challenge dominant values. In feminism, identity politics has directly challenged the
idea of the "universal woman" by making space for the perspectives of lesbians,
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women of color, women with disabilities, and many more. At the same time, Diane
Fowlkes (1997) points out that identity politics illustrates that one cannot
effectively lead change based on a hegemonic perspective [107]. As a result, identity

politics creates space in which coalition building is possible:
A solution to the problem of collective singular subjectivity seemed to be

instead in taking a standpoint of intersubjectivity, which provides

a

perspective from which people can recognize themselves and others

as

differently and complexly identified. From such a standpoint, it is possible for
people to recognize that by definition, they cannot effectively organize
according to a singular dimension and they therefore need to build coalitions
because of complex systems of oppression and privilege. (p. L07)
Thus, whereas identity politics brings people with shared experience together it also

provides opportunity to work in coalition with others, resulting in a necessity to

critically analyze difference. Identity politics allows individuals to act based on their
experience and difference allows them to maintain connections with a broader

coalition. Because identity changes based on context, situation, or experience, it is
necessary that the dialogue about identity and difference is constant and fully

integrated in to organizational development.

Conclusion
The ldeal

for Feminist Coalition Building

Across Difference allows us to assess

the practices, processes, and perspectives of organizations as it relates to difference.
This assessment in combination with the Feminist Organtzational Difference
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Competency Model not only gives us a tool to interrogate current feminist

organizational models but also provides a means to measure difference competency
as a way to

build

a

more equitable and just feminist model. Organizations that might

reach Stage 4 of the FODCM are beginning to do the hard work of dismantling this

framework. It is my opinion that none of the organizations in this study have
reached this stage. However, this is not to say that it is impossible for an

organization to do so. Organizations in Stage 4 would be diverse and fluid in how
they are described and structured because definitions will shift based on worldview.
What

a

Western Stage 4 organization looks like will be much different than a Stage 4

organizatlon in rural India. In addition, worldviews for organizations in the West

will vary based on the experiences of its leaders and constituents. Forcing groups to
conform to one model or practice greatly limits its potential to create a movement of

individuals united around collective action. However, in order to operate within the
frameworks of the dominant Western culture, there are four characteristics that
organizations can strive to adopt in order to move toward Stage 4. The first is to
ensure that conceptualization of the organization's model encompass the intentional

worldviews of the communities they serve. This can be done by ensuring that all
women have input that is valued and integrated into the organization's mission. In
addition, the organization can move toward valuing collective action over collective

identity. Organizations that stress collective identity run the risk of homogenizing
their organizations and create categories of "other." Nekt, leaders must always
promote the best interest of the organization over their own personal agenda. This
requires basing decision making on the needs and goals of the organization as well
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as

continually critically analyzing their own role in systems of power and

oppression. Leaders who are able to do this will be successful in meeting the next

criteria, which is to shift their thinking beyond diversity categories to encompass
difference. Finally, leaders of organizations in Stage 4 should view difference as a

tool for advancing the mission and goals of the organizations, using it as an
opportunity for constant transformation.
Because each one of these institutions is geared toward working with

different groups of women, it is necessary for them to bring in the views of the
people they work with. Building coalition across difference is about worldview as

well as race, class, gender, place, ability, ethnicity, and sexual preference. Ultimately

it is about undoing the existing models and creating new models in which feminist
and woman-centered organizations can balance their worldview within the larger

cultural and social system they are seeking to change. By encompassing difference
in feminist organizations and activism, we can begin to address and dismantle the
intersected systems of power that oppress a[[ women. Adjoa Florencia f ones de
Almeida [2007J explains it best saying:
If we think of our world as a garden, then radical change is when we are able

to pull out the weeds that choke our existence by their roots-preventing
them from being born again. Of course, one woman's weed is another one's
medicine, so it's important that we seek to fully understand the nature of our
oppression... It is about the kind of values, culture, and everyday interactions
created by capitalism, heterosexism, imperialism, racism, sexism, and other
systems of oppression.
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Difference is one tool that will build a coalition of woman across the globe in order

to dismantle patriarchy and colonialization, creating an equitable and just world for
all.
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Appendix A
Glossary of Terms

Throughout this research I use terms that have multiple meanings across
academic studies. The definitions I provide below are not dictionary definitions;

rather, they are my own understanding of the terms as they apply to the areas from

which I have acquired them: cultural studies, sociology, social psychology, feminist
theory, and philosophy. For clarity, I have outlined the use of these terms by

providing the following definitions as they apply to my research and work.

Coalition building: Coalition building is identified as organizational efforts to unite
diverse individuals to achieve a common goal through solidariry while allowing
actors to remain autonomous within and among organizations [Arnold, ]-995, p.276

-

277).

Colonialism: Wiltiam Outhwaite and Tom Bottomore [L994) define colonialism

as

the "forcible, long-term occupation by a metropolitan country of territory outside
Europe [or the USAJ" (p. 91J. Postcolonial studies opened up academic

understandings of the ways in which colonialism continues to influence social,
cultural, and political realities of groups of people within and connected to this
history. Rooted in the imperialist process, contemporary feminists in the U.S. have
come to recognize this as the appropriation of women of colors'lived experience by

hegemonic white women's movements [Mohanty, 2005, p. 373). The colonial

tzg
discourse referenced in this research [i.e. colonialism, colonialization, colonial

power systemsJ is drawn from the work of Chandra Talpade Mohanty [2005J who
notes it is a:
...mode of appropriation and codification of "scholarship" and "knowledge"

about women in the third world by particular analytic categories employed

in specific writings on the subject which take as their referent feminist
interests as they have been articulated in the

U.S.

and Western Europe [p.

372).

Difference: Difference is the abstract value that culture places on social or cultural
identification that privileges one identification over another fBhabha ,2006, p. 155).
Difference is situational, contextual, and fluid. In other words, it is not how a person
is defined categorically but how their view of the world and lived experience is
valued or devalued.

Diversity: Diversity is a measurable cultural identification that can be collected,
surveyed, and counted [Bhabha,2006, p. 155). The term came into common use

through the push for equal opportunity and diversification of the workplace, which
created opportunities for women and minorities in organizations. A diverse

organization would have representatives from categorical cultural and social

identities (i.e. African American, queer, disabled, etc.).
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Feminist leadership: Feminist leadership in organizations and coalitions, describes
leaders of feminist or woman-centered nonprofit organizations and is understood as
|ean Lau Chin [2004J defines it, noting that their organizations are focused on:
aJ Creating a

feminist agenda promoting feminist principles,

bJ Promoting feminist policies
cJ Changing
dJ

within the workplace,

organizational cultures and goals to be more equitable,

And empowering women as feminist leaders [p.7J.

Feminist leadership refers to a set of values and perspectives that are outlined
above. Any person, regardless of gender, can practice feminist leadership and not all

women will be feminist leaders.

Feminist organizations: Feminist organizations are defined using Joyce Green's
[2007] definition that feminist organizations:
aJ approach social

organizing from a gendered perspective within the

context of a patriarchal society,
b) theoretically "describe and explain women's situations and experiences
and support recommendations about how to improve them,"
cJ

and are "dedicated to action, to transformation-to praxis" [p. 2U.

Feminist policies and/or values: While policies and principles will shift and look
different depending on cultural and social ldentities, feminist policies and values in
this research are a "mode of analysis,

a

method of approaching life and politics,

rather than a set of potitical conclusions about the oppression of women" fTreichler,
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P.

& Kramarae,

C.,

2005, p. BJ. In other words, feminist policies and values are more

than political opinions and viewpoints as they relate to women. Feminist policies
and values are a way of critically analyzing oppression and then putting analyses

into practice.

Hegemony: Originating from Marxist thought, hegemony has traditionally referred
to "organizing principles of a society in which one class rules over the other not just
by force but by maintaining the allegiance of the population" [Outhwaite, W. &
Bottomore, T., L994, p. 255). Hegemony, as a concept, has developed to "refer to

"intellectual and moral leadership and relates to the function of systems of ideas in
the maintenance of a particular society" fouthwaite, W. & Bottomore, T., L994,p.
255-256J. In otherwords, hegemony maintains the status quo of a society, allowing
certain groups to maintain positions of power and dominance.

Patriarchy: Patriarchy is a social system that maintains men's power over women's
fhooks, 2005, p.4U.As a result of patriarchy, men's lived experience is privileged
over that of women, creating barriers to gender equity and justice.

First world women and Third world women: Third world women is used to
"designate the majority of the world's women, who live outside the industrialized
West, and sometimes also to include women of color within Western countries"

[Kolmar, W. & Bartkowski, F.,2005, p. 5B). Firstworld women refers to women

living within the industrialized West and represent the hegemonic norm.

L3Z

Women's leadership: Women's Ieadership in this research refers to studies that
evaluate the leadership style of women versus men, particularly in management or

political positions. Many of these studies qualify women's leadership styles as being
more diplomatic, understanding, compassionate, etc.

Worldview: Worldview is the "underlying value or cultural principles which define
the philosophy of life or conception of the world of a particular society or group
[Outhwaite, W. & Bottomore, T., 1994, p. 709). Its broad usage is understood as a
comprehensive understanding of the world that shifts depending on the ontological

orientation of a group. Therefore, Indigenous worldviews will differ from Western
worldviews as that evidenced in the United States in a variety of ways including

a

fundamentally different understanding of their place in relationship to other beings
in the world. In my research, I refer to a dominant worldview that is a White,
middle-class, Western perspective. It is important to note that in order to give
myself a baseline of reference, I have generalized a "dominant worldview." I
recognize that the experiences of individuals falling into this category will vary.
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Appendix

B

Feminist Organization Difference Competency Model
Designed by Erin Parrish
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Quadrant

1

measures an organization's perceptions, practices, anti policies

toward perceived physical differences. This may include affirmative action
policies, disability statements, etc.

L34

a

Quadrant 2 measures an organization's perceptions, practices, and policies in

multicultural consciousness. This may include multicultural education,
programming, etc.
I

Quadrant 3 measures an organization's perceptions, practices, and policies
that work toward changing oppressive and discriminatory social constructs.
This may include the implementation of new organizational models,
practices, or structures that limit oppression and work toward broader social

justice.
a

Quadrant 4 measures an organization's perceptions, practices, and policies

that demonstrate transformative learning and personal transformation of
coalition leadership. This may include promoting environments that embrace
difference tension and see it as a growth opportunity.
t

With in each quadrant there are four stages:

o

Stage L- Appropriating Hegemonic Structure & Practice

o

Stage 2- Deconstructing Hegemonic Structure & Practice

o

Stage 3- Developing Practice

that Relies on Standpoints of Individually

Articulated Persp ectives

o

Stage 4- Deployrng a Comprehensive

Worldview in Organizational

Foundation, Practice, & Guiding Principles

Within Stages l--3, there are four different levels [Level ].-4, with level one being low
and level four being high]. These levels are used to indicate an organization's

difference maturity in each stage. Levels are determined based on the number of
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criteria an organization meets in each stage. For instance, an organization that
meets two criteria in Stage 3 of Quadrant 2 would fall into S3LZ of Q4. This would

indicate that the organization is just beginning to integrate the criteria in that

particular stage and quadrant. Once the organization is plotted in all four quadrants
of the FODCM, the stages and levels are averaged to determine the organizations

final stage.
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Appendix

C

IDEAL FOR FEMINIST COATITION BUILDING ACROSS DIFFERENCE
Designed by Erin Parrish

Stage 1: Appropriating Hegemonic Structure and Practice
l-. Has

affirmative action policies
A. Includes

written statements in organizational by-laws and hiring practices

2. Understands the need

for difference but continues to consider it

a

barrier

3. Provides specific programming/reports for diverse populations
A. Publishes separate reports on the economic status of women of color,

women with disabilities, etc. Separates women of color from other data, etc.
B. Hosts workshops or events designed to teach more privileged segments

society about lesbian women, Latina women, etc.
C.

Compares marginalized women to a White, heterosexual, abled, and/or

First World standard
D. Relies on representation over inclusion

4. Seeks out and listens to diverse communities beyond race and gender
A. Outreach plan and practice recognizes and includes more than race and

gender
B. Programming includes perspectives
C.

from diverse communities

Stafl volunteers, and constituency includes people from

backgrounds and identities

a

variety of

of
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Stage 2: Deconstructing Hegemonic Structure and Practice
l-. Has moved to a higher understanding of

affirmative action by illustrating the

dynamics of privilege and difference
2. Discussion and analysis of oppression and privilege are included in programming,

planning, etc.
3. Questions what the

intersectionality of oppression means for their organization

A. Includes analyses of privilege and oppression in strategic planning for the

organization or coalition
4. Challenges personal perceptions and bias of difference

Stage 3: Developing Practice that Relies on Standpoints of Individually

Articulated Perspective
l-. Ensures

s

inclusivity in the organization's internal and external messaging

2. Develops an organizational structure

that is flexible

A. Structure, mission, goals, values, viewpoints, etc.
B. Does
C.

not impose organizational structure and values on others

Organization structures are not overly bureaucratic

3. Designs programs to challenge
4. Allows

participants' personal biases of difference

intersectionality to inform, shape, and change organizational structure,

processes, and decisions
A. Does not create a hierarchy of oppression
B. Does not assume equality is a universal
C. Does

not assume shared experience

want or need
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D. Recognizes

that colonlzation creates cultural privilege and hegemony

E. Understands

privileged power structures

Stage Four: Deploying a Comprehensive Worldview in Organizational

Foundation, Practice, and Guiding Principles
L. Ensures conceptualization of the organization's model to encompass the

worldview of the community it services
A. All women have
B. Consensus
C.

input that is valued and integrated into the mission

decision-making allows all voices to inform decisions

Upholds and honors multiple values and perspectives

D. Does not

rely on others to teach or speak based solely on their perceived

identity
E. Does

not use dominant values as a guide and does not impose dominant

values on others
F.

2.

Values collective action over collective identity

Always practices organizational evaluation and self-reflection
A. Promotes interest of organization over personal agenda
B. Bases decision-making on needs and goals of organization
C.

Critically analyzes ones own role in systems power

3. Thinks of

diversity beyond categories and seeks to learn from diversity and

difference tension
4. Views and uses difference as a tool

opportunity for

co

for advancing mission and goals

nstant transformati on

as

well as an

139
A. Recognizes difference from the outset of all initiatives [i.e. incorporated

into structureJ
B.

Accepts challenges to work and values

C.

Assumes multiple identities create broad based social movements

Levels correspond to the numbers in each stage. Each quadrant on the Fem inist

Organizatianal Dffirence Campetency Model was analyzed based on stage and level,
except for stage 4. In order to reach stage 4, one must meet all four ideals
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D

Placement on Feminist Organization Difference Competency Model
Organization A
Average: 53L3= Stage
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.
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Organization D
Average: 52L2= Stage

2
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Organization E
Average: S2L3= Stage 2

Organization F
Average: 53L2= Stage 3
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Appendix

E

Interview Guide
Interviews will be an hour and a half to two hours long. The following list of
questions is intended to be an interview guide. While my hope is to ask all
questions, the interview will be conducted as an oral history interview, which allows

for open-ended questions in order to allow the participants freedom to elaborate on

their experiences. For this reason, there may be additional questions asked or
questions on this list not addressed.

1.

Please state your name and organizational affiliation.

2.

What social identifiers do you choose to identiftr with [social identifiers may
include race, ethnicity, age, class, sexual orientation, physical ability, and
many othersJ? This question is asked not only to collect demographic

information but also to honor the preferred identity of each participant.

3.

What is the mission of your organization?

4.

How and why did your organization form?

5. What issues does your organization

6. How does your organization

advocate for?

typically collaborate with other organizations?

How do you work in coalition with other groups?
7

.

Does

your organization exclude any groups from participation? Why?

B. How do groups
goals?

in your organization come together to achieve common
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9. Has your organization

experienced any controversies over the inclusion of

social identifiers such as the ones listed in question #2? If so, could you tell
me a little bit about that?
L0. How do you

bring groups together when there are disagreements over issues

that stem from difference [i.e. generational issues, race issues, etc.)?
11. What practices do you employ to ensure
l-2. How do you as a leader reach out

participation by diverse groups?

to diverse groups? Is your outreach

intentional? Is there a formal organizational plan?
13. How does your organization acknowledge and talk about differences

stemming from race, oge, sexual orientation, etc?
14. How does

your organization talk about and address privilege [i.e. White

privilege, class privilege,

etc.J ?

15. What are the most challenging aspects of
L6. Can you

building coalitions?

identify instances in which differences such as the ones listed in

question #2 posed a challenge for coalition building?
l-7. Can you talk about experiences in

which coalition building was really

successful? Did social difference play a role in these situations? What did you

do differently in this situation than those that did not work?
l-8. How do you see difference creating successful coalitions?
19. Could you

talk about your personal strategy for coalition building across

difference? What are practices that you feel have worked well?
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20. Based on your experiences, what do you believe feminist/woman-centered

organizations do poorly when building coalitions across difference? What
can they do differently? What do they do well?

2L.What does your organizational model look like? What is the power structure?
How are decisions made?
22. Who determines the

out the work?

direction and values of your organization? Who carries

